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The House met at 10 a.m and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. CLEAVER).

——————

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
January 24, 2007.

I hereby appoint the Honorable EMANUEL
CLEAVER to act as Speaker pro tempore on
this day.

NANCY PELOSI,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

———

PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Daniel P.
Coughlin, offered the following prayer:

Lord of history, and ever-present to
those in need, we come to You in pray-
er to dedicate the work of this govern-
ment to the common good of Your peo-
ple, and to give glory to Your holy
name.

May the words of Your prophet Isa-
iah ring true in this place at this time
in history:

““A strong city have we. The Lord has
set up walls and ramparts to protect
us. Open wide the gates to Your pres-
ence and let in a nation that is just,
one that keeps faith.

“A nation of firm purpose You will
keep in peace. There will be peace if it
places its trust in You. Because the
Lord is an eternal rock, trust in the
Lord now and forever.” Amen.

———

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the
last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentlewoman from the Virgin Islands
(Mrs. CHRISTENSEN) come forward and
lead the House in the Pledge of Alle-
giance.

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN led the Pledge
of Allegiance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

———

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Ms.
Curtis, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate has passed without
amendment a bill and a concurrent res-
olution of the House of the following
titles:

H.R. 475. An act to revise the composition
of the House of Representatives Page Board
to equalize the number of members rep-
resenting the majority and minority parties
and to include a member representing the
parents of pages and a member representing
former pages, and for other purposes.

H. Con. Res. 41. Concurrent resolution pro-
viding for a conditional adjournment of the
House of Representatives.

————

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

Chair will entertain five I1-minute
speeches on both sides.

———
LIEUTENANT COLONEL DAVID

CANEGATA III AND SERGEANT
FLOYD JAMES LAKE

(Mrs. CHRISTENSEN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker, it
is with a heavy heart that I rise this
morning to grieve, along with the resi-
dents of my entire district, over the
loss of two members of the Virgin Is-

lands National Guard who were lost
when the Black Hawk helicopter they
were on was shot down in Iraq on Sat-
urday.

We thank God for them, their profes-
sionalism, dedication and their service,
Lieutenant Colonel David Canegata III
and Sergeant Floyd James Lake. And
we thank God for the over 400 soldiers,
men and women, who have served in
this war, including five others who also
made the ultimate sacrifice. We pray
for their families and for the day that
we will bring all of our soldiers home.

And so, Mr. Speaker, especially now,
I am forced to ask on their behalf and
on behalf of all of the people of the Vir-
gin Islands who have sent our loved
ones to every war from the Revolu-
tionary to this in higher per capita
numbers than most States, why it is
that some would seek to deny us an
even limited vote in the Committee of
the Whole.

These brave men died in support of
extending democracy in the Middle
East. BEvery Member of this body
should vote to extend democracy here
at home, to support your colleagues
and fellow Americans who happen to
live in the District and territories, and
we should have a unanimous vote on H.
Res. 78.

THE TOWN STALKER

(Mr. POE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. POE. Mr. Speaker, Justin Thur-
ber was a deviant that liked to secretly
sneak, slither around, and follow
women who rebuffed him. He tracked
them like one would track an animal
for prey. He did not like being told no.

For the young women in a small Kan-
sas college town of Arkansas City,
Thurber’s predatory actions were well
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known. He was the town stalker, the
town weirdo. Jodi Sanderholm was one
of his victims. When Jodi disappeared,
her college friends knew who was re-
sponsible.

On January 5 of this year, Thurber
had enough of being ignored by Jodi.
He kidnapped her; he drove her to a re-
mote, lonely, desolate area in the coun-
ty. He raped her; he strangled her to
death. He covered up his dastardly
murder by hiding her body in the re-
moteness of the woods and he dumped
her car in the lake. Jodi died, and the
last person on Earth she saw was not
her family, but the town stalker.

Mr. Speaker, nearly 1.4 million peo-
ple are stalked each year, and most of
them women. Intimidating a woman by
following her around and showing up
outside her home, work, and school is
not romantic, it is a perverted crime.
Hopefully the good people of Kansas
will put this stalker in the ground.

And that’s just the way it is.

——————

BUSH HEALTH INSURANCE
PROPOSAL

(Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute.)

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, last night President Bush unveiled
a health insurance proposal that is
nothing more than a tax hike on mid-
dle-class Americans. The President’s
plan would provide tax breaks to Amer-
icans who purchase their own medical
insurance and would pay for it by tax-
ing so-called high-priced health insur-
ance plans.

And just who is the President refer-
ring to when he talks about those sup-
posed high-priced insurance plans?
Paul Krugman of the New York Times
writes, ‘“We’re not talking about the
wealthy, we’re talking about ordinary
workers who manage to negotiate bet-
ter-than-average health plans.”” That’s
right. In the same year that the Presi-
dent is once against submitting a budg-
et making his tax cuts permanent, tax
cuts that go overwhelmingly to the
richest of Americans, he is proposing
to shift more of the cost of health onto
working Americans.

Mr. Speaker, this is not the way to
solve our Nation’s health care prob-
lems. This Democratic House will work
and look at creative ways to reduce the
number of uninsured without taxing
the health care benefits of middle-class
workers.

——————

SCHOOLS, COUNTIES SUFFER
WHILE CONGRESS FAILS TO ACT

(Mr. WALDEN of Oregon asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. WALDEN of Oregon. Mr. Speak-
er, the failure of Congress to reauthor-
ize and fund the Secure Rural Schools
and Community Self-Determination
Act amounts to a breach of faith to
more than 600 forested counties across
America.
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For rural Lake County, Oregon, no
stranger to economic challenges, this
means 93 percent of the county’s road
budget has vanished. With 709 miles of
road to maintain during rugged win-
ters, basic maintenance and sure pas-
sage for school buses and emergency
vehicles will be crippled.

County Commissioner Brad Winters
says, ‘“Without these dollars, the de-
struction of our roads through lack of
repair will be inevitable and we will be
back to dirt.”

Failure to reauthorize delivers a blow
to our schools, too. School District Su-
perintendent Judy Graham put it this
way: ‘“‘Our past challenges have made it
difficult to offer even limited services.
Losing county payments funding will
devastate the environment our chil-
dren rely upon to learn and grow.”’

My colleagues, Congress must pass
H.R. 17 and keep the Federal Govern-
ment’s promise to timbered commu-
nities. Time is running out.

———

RETURNING FREEDOM TO
AMERICAN WORKERS

(Mr. WILSON of South Carolina
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, today I will reintroduce the
National Right to Work Act. This bill
seeks to end compulsory union dues
and return to American workers their
unalienable freedom of choice.

As ranking member of the Sub-
committee on Workforce Protections,
this is an issue with which I am ac-
tively involved. No American should be
forced to pay union dues to get or keep
a job. Ironically, even proponents of
compulsory unionism acknowledge
that coercion is the central pillar of
our current Federal labor law.

By simply repealing certain provi-
sions of the National Labor Relations
Act and the Railway Labor Act, we can
abolish forced union dues.

I am pleased to introduce this bill
with 51 of our colleagues, and I urge
you to join us in increasing the free-
dom and prosperity of American work-
ers.

In conclusion, God bless our troops,
and we will never forget September 11.

———

DELEGATE VOTING IS UNFAIR

(Mr. PITTS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, ‘“The Demo-
crats are stretching the Constitution
beyond its limits and inviting further
partisan abuse.”” Mr. Speaker, those
aren’t my words, that is a direct quote
from a 1993 USA Today editorial. That
was the last time House Democrats
moved to give congressional voting
privileges to the Delegates of the U.S.
territories, and today they will at-
tempt the same thing.

While the other side will cloak this
move in the language of inclusion and
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fairness, make no mistake, this is a
power grab. Democrats are simply
looking for more votes on this floor.
They will say this is fair and just, but
keep in mind that four of the five U.S.
territories are exempt from U.S. Fed-
eral income tax laws.

What is fair or just about letting
untaxed Delegates vote on tax policy
for the rest of Americans who do pay
taxes? The American public should not
be fooled by my friends on the other
side of the aisle today. This is nothing
more than a thinly veiled power grab,
and it comes at the expense of the U.S.
Constitution.

EAGLE SCOUT KNAVENSHUE

(Mrs. CAPITO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. CAPITO. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to extend congratulations to
Jeremiah Kent Knavenshue, who re-
cently accomplished the highest rank
in boy scouting, becoming an Eagle
Scout on October 4, 2006.

Jeremiah achieved a new title at the
end of a T7-year career in Boy Scout
Troop 88, which is chartered by the
Elkins United Methodist Church. He
served as an assistant patrol leader and
bugler, and was elected patrol leader.

Jeremiah performed many commu-
nity service projects, including Adopt-
a-Highway and other community beau-
tification projects. Boy Scout Troop 88
also organized a ‘‘Scouting For Food”
project at Elkins, which is a national
Boy Scout activity where members of
the troop collect food donations from
their community to allocate to food
banks. For his Eagle Scout project, he
cleared and finished an area in
Riverbend Park for the public to use.

Jeremiah is a student at Elkins High
School, where he is president of the Fu-
ture Farmers of America chapter. He is
a member of the National Honor Soci-
ety and is on the wrestling team and
participates in the band.

I am proud to recognize Jeremiah on
his accomplishments. Randolph County
and the State of West Virginia are for-
tunate to have him as a leader and a
volunteer in his community.

APPOINTMENT OF MEMBER TO
BOARD OF REGENTS OF THE
SMITHSONIAN INSTITUTION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to sections 5580 and 5581 of the Re-
vised Statutes (20 U.S.C. 42-43), and the
order of the House of January 4, 2007,
the Chair announces the Speaker’s ap-
pointment of the following Member of
the House to the Board of Regents of
the Smithsonian Institution:

Mr. SAM JOHNSON, Texas.
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PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H. RES. 78, PERMITTING DEL-
EGATES AND THE RESIDENT
COMMISSIONER TO CAST VOTES
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE
WHOLE

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 86 and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 86

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order without inter-
vention of any point of order to consider in
the House the resolution (H. Res. 78) amend-
ing the Rules of the House of Representa-
tives to permit Delegates and the Resident
Commissioner to the Congress to cast votes
in the Committee of the Whole House on the
state of the Union. The resolution shall be
considered as read. The previous question
shall be considered as ordered on the resolu-
tion and on any amendment thereto to final
adoption without intervening motion or de-
mand for division of the question except: (1)
one hour of debate on the resolution equally
divided and controlled by the chairman and
ranking minority member of the Committee
on Rules; (2) the amendment printed in the
report of the Committee on Rules accom-
panying this resolution, if offered by Rep-
resentative Kirk of Illinois or his designee,
which shall be in order without intervention
of any point of order or demand for division
of the question, shall be considered as read,
and shall be separately debatable for 20 min-
utes equally divided and controlled by the
proponent and an opponent; and (3) one mo-
tion to recommit which may not contain in-
structions.

SEC. 2. During consideration of H. Res. 78
pursuant to this resolution, notwithstanding
the operation of the previous question, the
Chair may postpone further consideration of
the bill to a time designated by the Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from  Massachusetts (Mr.
MCGOVERN) is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, for
the purposes of debate only, I yield to
my friend from California, the distin-
guished ranking member of the Com-
mittee on Rules, Mr. DREIER, 30 min-
utes; pending which I yield myself such
time as I may consume. And during
consideration of this resolution, all
time yielded is for the purposes of de-
bate only.

Mr. Speaker, the rule before us pro-
vides 1 hour of general debate in the
House equally divided and controlled
by the chairman and ranking minority
member on the Committee on Rules.
The rule waives all points of order
against consideration of the resolution
and provides that the resolution shall
be considered as read. The rule makes
in order the amendment printed in the
Rules report accompanying this resolu-
tion, if offered by Representative KIRK
of Illinois or his designee. The amend-
ment shall be considered as read, shall
be debatable for 20 minutes equally di-
vided and controlled by the proponent
and an opponent, and shall not be sub-
ject to a demand for a division of the
question. The rule also waives all
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points of order against consideration of
the amendment printed in the report,
and contains one motion to recommit,
which may not contain instructions.
Finally, the rule provides that, not-
withstanding the operation of the pre-
vious question, the Chair may postpone
further consideration of the bill to a
time designated by the Speaker.

Mr. Speaker, let me clearly state
that there is no obligation for any
Member to offer the amendment. The
rule simply allows Mr. KIRK or his des-
ignee the option of offering this
amendment if they choose to do so.

Also, Mr. Speaker, the Republicans
were given the option to offer a sub-
stitute, and they declined.

This resolution will amend the House
rules and allow the five Delegates who
were elected to the House of Represent-
atives to vote in the Committee of the
Whole.

The Committee of the Whole is com-
prised of all Members of the House of
Representatives, and is a procedural
forum in which the House considers de-
bates and votes on amendments to
most of the legislation reported out of
committee. After consideration of
amendments in the Committee of the
Whole, legislation is reported to the
floor of the House for final consider-
ation.

As we all know, Mr. Speaker, Dele-
gates and Resident Commissioner have
the same powers, rights and respon-
sibilities as full Members of the House,
with some exceptions. They cannot
vote on the floor in the House or in the
Committee of the Whole, they cannot
offer a motion to reconsider, and they
are not counted for quorum purposes.

Mr. Speaker, this resolution provides
certain protections that have been
ruled constitutional by Federal courts.
Specifically, no Delegate or Resident
Commissioner can provide the deciding
margin of any amendment considered
in the Committee of the Whole. In
other words, if the vote in the Com-
mittee of the Whole is decided by five
or fewer votes, it must be reconsidered
immediately by the House of Rep-
resentatives.

Let me state this clearly for all my
colleagues. No Delegate or Resident
Commissioner will provide the margin
of victory or defeat of any amendment.
It is that clear.

Delegates and the Resident Commis-
sioner will not be able to vote on final
passage, nor will they be able to vote
on procedural motions.

Mr. Speaker, the Delegates and Resi-
dent Commissioner represent people
who serve in our Armed Forces. Thirty
thousand residents of Guam are mili-
tary personnel. Over 2,400 soldiers from
the territories and the District of Co-
lumbia are fighting in Iraq and Afghan-
istan today, wars that this Chamber
voted in favor of. American Samoa has
the highest per capita casualty rate of
any State or territory for the war in
Iraq.

We believe that the people who fight
and die wearing the uniform of the
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United States deserve to have their
voices heard in the people’s House.

Beyond that, Mr. Speaker, residents
of all territories and the District of Co-
lumbia pay Social Security taxes,
Medicare taxes under FICA. The people
living in the territories and the Dis-
trict of Columbia deserve to have a
voice in Congress, and their elected
representatives, the Delegates and the
Resident Commissioner, deserve to
have a vote in the Committee of the
Whole.

Mr. Speaker, while these voting
privileges are in large part symbolic,
and I, for one, believe that the District
of Columbia, where people actually pay
Federal taxes in addition to all the
other contributions that they make to
this country, deserve to have full vot-
ing rights in this Congress, but this is
the least, I think, we can do to restore
some modicum of representation to
these millions of Americans, and I
strongly urge my colleagues to support
this rule and vote for the resolution.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I rise to express my appreciation to
my very good friend from Massachu-
setts for yielding me the time and for
his effort in getting us to the point
where we are.

But, Mr. Speaker, I do rise in very,
very strong opposition to not only this
rule, but the underlying legislation, H.
Res. 78, as well, which, as the gen-
tleman has said very clearly, will au-
thorize the Delegates and the Resident
Commissioner to vote on legislation
that is on the House floor.

I must confess that I am broadly dis-
appointed in how we have arrived here.
I am disappointed that we are here
again debating a proposal which is, I
truly believe, at its heart, unconstitu-
tional.

While I have the utmost respect for
my colleagues from the territories, and
from the District of Columbia, if they
want to vote in this body, Mr. Speaker,
they should begin the statehood proc-
ess, plain and simple. They should pur-
sue that with great vigor and enthu-
siasm. And those who are the strongest
supporters of it now have a majority in
this House, which, I believe, should
allow them to proceed with that effort
if they so choose.

Now, Mr. Speaker, reasonable people
can disagree as to the merits of this
proposal. We are going to hear an awful
lot this morning. However, I am also
disappointed that we find ourselves in
a situation where my colleagues at the
Rules Committee have, once again,
rolled back the transparency that I was
very proud to work so diligently on be-
half of when I had the privilege to
serve as chairman of the committee.
First, it was the ability to enforce the
rules regarding putting record votes in
committee reports. Thrown out the
window. Next, rather than following
the example that I was privileged to
set in the 109th Congress of conducting
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actual hearings and markups of rule
changes, we find ourselves, Mr. Speak-
er, without the benefit of hearings with
outside witnesses, without a com-
mittee report explaining the commit-
tee’s thinking, without any oppor-
tunity for the minority to have its
views published as part of the legisla-
tive history.

And I understand full well, Mr.
Speaker, this, for the average Amer-
ican, is seen as inside baseball stuff.
But deliberative democracy is some-
thing that is very near and dear to the
founding of this country, the very basis
on which our Nation was founded. And
last night we had a great speech from
the President of the United States that
was delivered here in which he talked
about our goal of working together.

But more than that, Mr. Speaker, 1
am disappointed about how my col-
leagues are approaching the most basic
tasks of the Rules Committee. The
Rules Committee is the all-important
committee of the House, the traffic cop
through which every major piece of
legislation must go before it is consid-
ered here on the House floor. With the
exception of privileged resolutions and
items that we consider under suspen-
sion of the rules, what we really do
here, and the appropriations process,
we have tremendous responsibility. I
argue that the Rules Committee is the
single most important committee that
exists in this institution because of the
very, very unique role that we play.

I am so disappointed in how I have
seen the basic handling of this com-
mittee. Any of you who have had the
honor to serve as Chairs of committees
know the challenges of crafting an
agenda, of building support and moving
that support forward. But as chairmen,
we have a basic responsibility to main-
tain those very basic workings of the
committee to ensure that Members
have the documents that they need to
discuss and debate matters that are be-
fore them.

Now, I don’t want to belabor this, Mr.
Speaker, by going through the particu-
lars of yesterday’s meeting, but I have
to say it is very, very disappointing.
Let me just say that my colleagues
failed, the majority failed, at the most
basic responsibilities, which dis-
appoints me even more.

The last time this body considered,
Mr. Speaker, the issue of Delegate vot-
ing, it was as part of an opening day
rules package. The rule was changed,
despite bipartisan opposition. That
rule change led the then minority lead-
er, our friend Mr. Michel, to file a law-
suit against the House to stop Dele-
gates from voting on the House floor.
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Well, the courts upheld the rule.
They did so only because of the par-
liamentary sleight of hand which
makes the right conferred on our col-
leagues illusory, illusory at the very
best.

Mr. Speaker, 14 years later, this body
is made up of 299 Members, 299 Mem-
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bers who were not here, never had a
chance to vote on this issue before.
And as I said, even back then there has
never been a hearing, never been a
process for us to hear from the scholars
who clearly, clearly would spend a
great deal of time and energy consid-
ering whether or not we should proceed
with allowing the people who are not
Representatives from States to have a
chance to vote on the House floor.

So, Mr. Speaker, this is a very, very
bad rule. It is a bad, bad, bad process.
And what we witnessed last night in
the Rules Committee was one of, if not
the greatest, disservice to this institu-
tion that I have ever seen, it clearly is
up there as one of the most pathetic
and sad and disappointing things that I
have ever seen.

As I said before, if my colleagues
want the Delegates and the Resident
Commissioner to enjoy the benefits
conferred upon Representatives of the
several States, they should encourage
efforts to achieve statehood. There is
nothing, nothing, Mr. Speaker, to be
served by moving this unconstitutional
rule any further in the process.

And to the point that was offered by
my friend from Massachusetts on this
notion of a substitute provided, I was
taught very early on when I came to
this institution more than a quarter of
a century ago that you do not amend a
bad bill. There is nothing that can be
done in the amendment process that
could make this constitutional.

And this notion that we have gone
the entire route, the United States Su-
preme Court has not considered this,
Mr. Speaker. I believe that what we are
going to do here today, if it in fact suc-
ceeds, what we are going to do is we
are going to embark on another legal
struggle just as we did 14 years ago.

So I urge my colleagues to vote
against this rule. And if the rule does
prevail, I urge them to vote against the
underlying resolution, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, again I would remind
my colleagues that the minority was
given the opportunity for a substitute
and they declined. I would remind my
colleagues in the House that the one
Member of the minority who came be-
fore the Rules Committee and offered
an amendment, that amendment has
been made in order if he so chooses to
offer it.

So I guess, maybe because this is not
a closed rule, it does not fit into the
Republican talking points today, they
are a little bit upset. But the bottom
line is that we on the majority side
have done our best to try to accommo-
date the minority.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, not at
this time.

Mr. DREIER. I completely under-
stand.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I am
glad the gentleman respects the cour-
tesies of the decorum of the House.
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Mr. Speaker, let me also say that it
is a little bit difficult for any of us on
this side of the aisle to stand here and
be lectured about process by the distin-
guished former chairman of the Rules
Committee, to be lectured about trans-
parency, and about how the committee
should be run.

I recall being in the committee when
the USA PATRIOT Act was brought be-
fore the Rules Committee, went
through a process of regular order, bi-
partisan process, and then was rewrit-
ten in the Rules Committees without
anybody knowing what was going on,
and then brought to the floor under a
very closed process.

I remember a special interest provi-
sion that magically appeared on a con-
ference report after the report was
signed and closed. That is not the proc-
ess that this new Democratic majority
wants to be like.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MCGOVERN. I yield 30 seconds to
the gentleman from California.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, as the
gentleman goes through this litany of
arguments, I would ask my friend if we
ever, ever denied the wishes of a Mem-
ber who asked that an amendment be
withdrawn and gone ahead and made
that amendment in order.

Mr. MCGOVERN. I reclaim my time.

Mr. Speaker, I could be here all day,
all week, all month and perhaps all
year documenting and listing occasion
after occasion after occasion where the
former majority, I think, broke the
rules of this House and did a great dis-
service to the rules of this House.

We have done our best to accommo-
date the minority on this rule. They
had the opportunity to offer a sub-
stitute, they declined. An amendment
that was brought before the Rules
Committee has been made in order. If
they don’t want to offer it, they don’t
have to offer it. In fact, if they don’t
want it in the rule, we have made the
offer that if they want to offer an
amendment to strike the Kirk provi-
sion, they can offer an amendment on
this floor and we will be happy to ac-
cept it.

So I think, Mr. Speaker, that this
kind of talk of a bad process, and I
should also point out just for the
record that the Committee on Rules
met in the afternoon, Mr. DREIER, not
in the evening. Things have changed.
We meet in the light of day, not in the
middle of the night anymore.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3% minutes to
the gentlewoman from the Virgin Is-
lands (Mrs. CHRISTENSEN).

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker, 1
rise in support of what is a very fair
rule, H. Res. 86, to provide for the con-
sideration of H. Res. 78, to amend the
rules of the House of Representatives
to permit Delegates and the Resident
Commissioner to cast votes in the
Committee of the Whole.

But I see no reason for any amend-
ment to this very straightforward pro-
vision that is simply the right thing to
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do. It is a rule that we have asked for
in every Congress since I have been
here, since the 105th, when the Repub-
licans were in the majority, but have
never had a chance to become a part of
the rule.

I want to commend and thank my
friend and colleague, our majority
leader, STENY HOYER, as well as the
original cosponsors of the resolution,
Majority Whip CLYBURN, Caucus Chair
EMANUEL, Vice Chair LARSON, Rep-
resentative BECERRA and Rules Com-
mittee Chairwoman SLAUGHTER. My
fellow Delegates and I greatly appre-
ciate their steadfast support for inclu-
sion and full participation of all Amer-
icans in our national assembly.

A few minutes ago I took to the floor
to express my condolences and that of
my constituents and to recognize the
service to the family of two members
of the Virgin Islands National Guard
who were killed along with 10 other
soldiers in the crash of a Black Hawk
helicopter northeast of Baghdad on
Saturday.

I mention this because you will hear
a litany of objections from our col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle to
the limited extension of democracy for
me and the other Delegates because of
constitutional concerns.

This attempt to prevent us from the
practice of democracy in this limited
way is shameful because my Repub-
lican colleagues know well that the
proposal the House will be voting on
today is constitutional, and that the
Federal courts have held that it is.

Why then are they insisting that my
fellow Delegates and I not be given the
opportunity to participate more fully
in the deliberations on legislation on
the floor on behalf of our constituents,
which is in keeping with our country’s
spirit of inclusion and democratic
ideals?

When my Republican colleagues
bring up the question of payment of
taxes, they know well that the resi-
dents of the territories pay Federal
taxes, we pay full Social Security and
Medicare payroll taxes like every other
American. We also pay the same Fed-
eral income taxes as prescribed by the
tax laws that are passed here which I
cannot vote on.

It is just under the principle of no
taxes without representation, which
goes back to the founding of our coun-
try, Congress allows those taxes to re-
main in the territory to fulfill Federal
responsibilities there.

Moreover, because we get to keep
those Federal taxes that we pay, we do
not get the full benefit of all Federal
programs. In the Medicaid program, for
example, we receive less than a quarter
of the Federal share of the program
that we would receive if we were fully
participating in the program.

Mr. Speaker, as a resident of a U.S.
territory, my constituents proudly ful-
fill the ultimate responsibility of citi-
zenship, being called upon to fight and
die for our country, but without having
a say in choosing who the Commander
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in Chief will be or having a representa-
tive in Congress with the right to vote
on legislation on the floor.

I know this cannot completely cor-
rect this under the Constitution, but
we can make this small step toward in-
clusion of all Americans in the demo-
cratic process. So I urge a ‘‘yes’ vote
on the rule and a ‘‘yes’ vote on H. Res.
78.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, my distin-
guished colleague from Miami, Mr.
D1Az-BALART, has just read the appel-
late court decision on this issue and
has spent a great deal of time and ef-
fort, and I yield him 3 minutes.

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of
Florida. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. Speaker, let me begin by express-
ing my profound respect for the Dele-
gates in this House, and most espe-
cially for their constituents. But above
all, I rise, Mr. Speaker, with profound
respect for the documents that we all
swear to uphold when we are elected,
when we take possession of this awe-
some responsibility, an honor granted
to us by our constituents.

I think there can be few parts of the
United States Constitution that are
clearer when Article I, section 2 state
‘““that the House of Representatives
shall be composed of Members chosen
every second year by the people of the
several States.”

Now, when in 1970, as you know Mr.
Speaker, before there had been by law
and precedent, Delegates of territories
had been given some privileges in this
House. And then in 1970 there was a
clarification of those privileges. The
vote was given to Delegates in standing
committees in 1970. At that time, when
the vote was given to Delegates in
standing committees, there was some
concern that that may be unconstitu-
tional.

In fact, there was a colloquy on this
floor where Congressman B.F. Sisk of
California asked future Speaker, then
Representative Tom Foley, about that
issue. And I would like to read what fu-
ture Speaker Foley said. ‘“‘Now, it is
very clear that a constitutional amend-
ment would be required to give the
Resident Commissioner,”” and he is
speaking about all of the Delegates, ‘“‘a
vote in the Committee of the Whole or
the full House.”

The point is that the constitutional
issue does not touch preliminary advi-
sory votes, which is what standing
committee votes are, but only the
votes which are cast in the Committee
of the Whole or the full House.

Those votes, Mr. Foley said, can be
cast only by Members of Congress. Now
the appellate court, interestingly
enough, and I really find it difficult to
believe that it was not appealed to the
Supreme Court, because the appellate
court said, well, true, but we are not
dealing with votes in this rule, we are
dealing with a figment of our imagina-
tion related to votes because they do
not count.

If they do count in the outcome of an
amendment, there is an automatic
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revote. So they are not really votes. So
since they are not really votes, they
are not really constitutional. I think
that was not a serious, I respectfully
say this, ruling by the district court.
But obviously this time if it does pass,
I would assume that it will go to the
Supreme Court where perhaps there
will be a more serious ruling.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, at this
time I yield 3 minutes to the distin-
guished gentleman from New York,
who was actually born in the territory
of Puerto Rico, Mr. SERRANO.

(Mr. SERRANO asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SERRANO. I thank the gen-
tleman. You are right. Perhaps it is
that example that I present to you that
shows why the system is broken. Be-
cause my parents chose to move in 1950
to New York, I am able to be a Member
of Congress with full voting rights.

Had I stayed in Puerto Rico, I could
only aspire to be a Resident Commis-
sioner, which is fine enough, but with-
out full voting rights. So, question:
Since when does residency overpower
and overtake citizenship? The 4 million
people who live in Puerto Rico, the
citizens, American citizens who live in
all of the territories, have no way to
represent themselves in Congress, have
no way to vote for the President of the
United States.

At this very moment, dozens of Puer-
to Ricans are mourned as they have
died in the war in Iraq. Yet, their col-
leagues who will come back will not be
able to express themselves in Congress,
or express themselves through a Presi-
dential vote in terms of how they feel
about that war or about that service.

And so the issue today is simply this:
Do you believe that American citizens,
American citizens, that has to be re-
peated, American citizens, who live in
territories, not States, have certain
rights? I believe they have full rights.
If it was up to me they would have full
voting representation.

All we are saying today is that those
Delegates, these representatives, will
have a right to participate on the
House floor.
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We don’t even go far enough to say
that if the vote makes a difference, it
stays put; there is a revote.

So what are we really giving them?
An opportunity to participate in de-
mocracy. How can we be trying to
spread democracy throughout the
world when we are not willing to
spread it right here at home?

Four million citizens live in the
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. Those 4
million could have six or seven Mem-
bers of Congress if they were a State.
The gentleman, rightfully so, says,
well, if they want to be a State, they
should be a State. There is only one
problem with that: The group holding
the colony, the American Government,
has to initiate that progress, that sys-
tem, to bring people into the Union.
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You can’t hold a colony for 108 years,
in the case of Puerto Rico, and expect
them to tell you at what time they
want to be whatever they want to be,
because for 108 years you have divided
them into three different movements:
independence, Commonwealth, state-
hood.

If we are holding the territory of
Puerto Rico, it is our responsibility to
say, we are ready to invite you to come
in.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SERRANO. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I would
simply say that the gentleman’s party
is in charge now, and the process of be-
ginning that move is really in your
court. It is one that we will be very,
very interested to engage in and look
at and consider. I think that it would
be an absolutely fascinating debate.

Mr. SERRANO. Reclaiming my time,
that is a great suggestion. I am sorry
that you didn’t do it for the last 12
years.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, at this
time I am very happy to yield 2 min-
utes to a very hardworking Member of
Congress, our friend from Georgia, Dr.
PRICE.

(Mr. PRICE of Georgia asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank the gentleman for yielding on
this extremely important issue. I, too,
rise with great respect for the individ-
uals who are Delegates and our Resi-
dent Commissioner. I also want to
make it certain that I state up front
that we commend all of the men and
women who fight our battle in this war
on terror with the recognition and ap-
preciation that those men and women
serve in a voluntary capacity, and our
hearts and prayers go out to them and
their families.

I do want to say, however, Mr.
Speaker, that this process is a remark-
able abuse of power. I oppose the rule
and the underlying bill on the basis of
both process and policy, which I believe
to be flawed, and also because it is re-
markably unconstitutional.

I am oftentimes reminded of the
Lewis Carroll book, and sometimes I
feel that way: Just because you say it
is so doesn’t make it so.

Individuals who promote what we are
doing right now believe, in fact, that
they can just make up rules at a whim.
In fact, we are tied by the ultimate
document of our Nation, and that is
the United States Constitution. It
makes it very clear in that Constitu-
tion, Article I, section 2, that the
House of Representatives shall be com-
posed of Members chosen every second
year by the people of the several
States. It doesn’t say territories, it
doesn’t say the Delegates of the terri-
tories, it doesn’t say Resident Commis-
sioner.

I might, indeed, support a move for
statehood for any of those entities.
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However, this is an unconscionable ac-
tion. This is a violation of the public
trust, and it is a clear abuse of power.

Under this strategy, under this Dem-
ocrat plot, the majority party could
seat anybody, anybody, in the House.
Who is next? Who would you like to
seat next? Howard Dean? He has a sig-
nificant constituency. Why not have
Howard Dean have a seat in the United
States House of Representatives and a
vote in the Committee of the Whole?

Mr. Speaker, the American people
are disgusted with this level of arro-
gance and the abuse of power that this
demonstrates. I urge my colleagues to
defeat this rule and to defeat the un-
derlying bill. We will ultimately see
the final defeat of this in the Supreme
Court of the United States.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Let me encourage
the gentleman from Georgia to read
the rule. The Republicans were offered
the right for a substitute. They could
have had a substitute that null and
voided this entire resolution, and they
chose not to.

There is an amendment made in
order under the rule by the gentleman
from Illinois or his designee, which I
strongly disagree with, that would es-
sentially gut this entire provision. It
would allow no one, with the possible
exception of the gentlewoman who rep-
resents the District of Columbia, to be
able to participate. So the opportunity
is there. What the gentleman needs to
do is read the rule.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2% minutes to
the gentlewoman from Guam (Ms.
BORDALLO).

(Ms. BORDALLO asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. BORDALLO. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in support of the rule under consider-
ation which, if adopted, will allow this
House to openly and fairly debate an
issue important to my constituents
and to our fellow Americans who reside
right here in the shadow of the Capitol
dome, the citizens of our Nation’s Cap-
ital City, and our fellow Americans
who reside in the U.S. territories.

I urge a ‘‘yes’ vote on this rule be-
cause it means we can move forward
with this important debate. Our par-
ticipation in the Committee of the
Whole, a symbolic vote, in the manner
proposed by the amendment to the
rules would be consistent with the very
foundations of our representative de-
mocracy.

This issue is about elected public of-
fice for which we, as Members and Del-
egates alike, take a solemn oath. Like
all Members, we, too, solemnly affirm
to support and defend the Constitution
of the United States and to well and
faithfully discharge the duties inherent
with that responsibility.

Mr. Speaker, it is in keeping with
this oath that I come to the floor today
to appeal for support on the rule and
the resolution on principle and on the
merits of this issue.

This is about representation, the
very core of this institution. This is
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about a symbolic but meaningful ges-
ture. It is about inclusion. It is about
the principle that every American de-
serves to be represented with a vote in
Congress.

This is a step in the right direction.
It is not without precedent, and it has
survived review by the judicial branch.
The history of service by Delegates to
Congress from the territories dates
back almost to the founding of our
country. The noted and well-respected
historian Robert Remini, in his excel-
lent history of the House published just
last year, notes that one of the most
unique features of the House of Rep-
resentatives under the Constitution is
the fact that Delegates from the terri-
tories can participate, and have par-
ticipated, in important debates.

I urge a ‘‘yes’ vote on this rule in the
spirit of this tradition.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, at this
time I am very happy to yield 1 minute
to a very hardworking Member from
Pittsburgh (Mr. TIM MURPHY).

Mr. TIM MURPHY of Pennsylvania.
Mr. Speaker, we certainly appreciate
and admire all of the citizens of the
United States and all those from terri-
tories, and they participate in debate
here.

One of the things that helps us under-
stand what takes place here, I would
like to go back to what happens in
Alleghany County where I live in the
city of Pittsburgh. We have an
Alleghany County Council, and they
meet in the city of Pittsburgh regu-
larly, and some members of that coun-
cil are citizens of the city of Pitts-
burgh; but their jurisdiction is not the
city of Pittsburgh. What would happen
if they decided it would be their juris-
diction to vote on issues that affected
that city on matters of taxation and
other issues that take place? I believe
the courts would say that just because
you are citizens of this area does not
mean that your jurisdiction of your
elected body extends to that city, and
courts would strike it down.

This is not an issue of whether or not
we respect and admire our friends and
fellow citizens from these territories.
It is the matter of the rules of what our
Constitution states and what people
can represent and what should be al-
lowed in this body. It concerns me that
on the tote boards here of the list of
votes, it does not say whether some-
body is a full Member or a Delegate.
That, I believe, is something that is
also going to mislead the American
public as to the vote totals here.

But more than anything else, to be
able to vote on issues that affect my
constituents, whether it is taxation or
other issues of representation, it is
simply not in our Constitution to have
that there, and I urge Members to vote
“‘no”’ on this.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
6 minutes to the gentlewoman from the
District of Columbia (Ms. NORTON), the
District of Columbia, a place where
there is taxation but not full represen-
tation.
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Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding, and for re-
minding this House of the bottom line.

The delegate vote resolution on the
floor will confuse many, anger others,
and needlessly divide the people’s
House about a right to vote settled by
the Federal courts 14 years ago.

Mr. Speaker, during the 103rd Con-
gress, I had just finished my freshmen
year. When the Democrats were in the
majority, I submitted a legal memo-
randum and requested and obtained the
right to vote in the Committee of the
Whole for the residents of the District
of Columbia.

The House decided to include the
other Delegates as well because we nor-
mally have all been treated the same.
Of course, we had no objection.

The Democrats, however, sent the
matter to outside attorneys and ex-
perts who confirmed that a Delegate
vote would be constitutional, and the
House acted.

The Republican minority then sued
the House. However, the U.S. District
Court for the District of Columbia and
the U.S. Court of Appeals both con-
firmed the constitutionality of the
House’s action in allowing Delegate
voting in the Committee of the Whole,
just as Congress had long done in sub-
ject matter committees created by the
House.

The Republicans took control in the
104th Congress and withdrew the only
vote the residents of the District of Co-
lumbia have ever had on the floor for
more than 200 years.

I say to my friends on the other side
of the aisle, there is nothing left to de-
bate about. The courts have now spo-
ken. You had your say. In a debate
when the Democrats did it the right
way, simply put it in the rules and al-
lowed full debate, you debated then.
You took it to the courts. You debated
again, and you took it to the Court of
Appeals, and you debated it again. If
there had to be a debate, it should have
been on January 4 when this Congress
convened.

But for reasons I have not been able
to find, it wasn’t in the rules the way
it was in the rules when I first got this
vote. I want to be clear, this was a
breakthrough for the District of Co-
lumbia when after my first term, I got
this vote. My residents, seeing the first
thing trotted out of this House now is
not H.R. 328, for 4 years we have tried
to get the full vote, but the vote I got
14 years ago, regard this as a setback
for the District of Columbia.

This House and the Senate in 2006 re-
authorized the Voting Rights Act of
1965. My friends, the D.C. vote is the
Voting Rights Act of 2007, and we will
be held accountable to enact this bill.

This is not my fight. The civil rights
movement has spent 4 years, 4 years in
actions all over America to get support
for the full House vote for the District
of Columbia. Most Americans expect
that a vote for the District of Columbia
will be the vote they see come from the
House first. They are going to be com-
pletely confused.
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I ask my colleagues on the other side
of the aisle not to allow this needless
debate to poison the atmosphere that
Tom Davis and I have struggled to cre-
ate for the last 4 years in a bipartisan
bill for the full House vote for the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

The right to vote was taken out of
the rules by the Republicans. If the Re-
publicans took it out of the rules, it
obviously was an obligation of the
Democrats to put it back in. They had
no alternative. Why not put it back in
the rules? Why are we having to be
drawn and quartered as Delegates out
here? There are differences being drawn
out here. Why is this debate dividing
this House and seeking to divide the
Delegates? Why is there a debate that
divides me from my brothers and sis-
ters who are Delegates? Why have you
done this to us?

And don’t you take the bait. Please
don’t take the bait. Respect the Dele-
gates, not just me who pays Federal in-
come taxes, but the other Delegates
who fight and die in war disproportion-
ately compared to the rest of us. What
has my side done, giving the Repub-
licans a nonissue?
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Worse, they have subjected us to con-
troversy and we don’t want to be con-
troversial. We want Delegates to be
fully respected.

It is heartbreaking for me. This de-
bate is entirely heartbreaking for me.
As you know, this vote is not the full
vote. That is what is heartbreaking.
Look at the calendar. The calendar is
empty because the committees are just
organizing. Why isn’t H.R. 328 the first
bill out of the Democratic House? That
is what I cannot explain to my con-
stituents. They don’t understand this
debate. Somebody has got to come to
this floor and tell me why I have to
plead for the vote that the courts said
I was entitled to 14 years ago.

It is time to go where we left off.
Mark up at Judiciary Committee and
let us get that vote out of here. For
goodness sakes, you have got to give
this vote to the Delegates. Move on.

The residents of the District of Co-
lumbia have been grateful for those Re-
publicans who have supported our full
House vote and for Democrats who
have done so for so long.

The Delegate vote is unavoidable. Do
it, get it done. But it is less than the
full vote that the District of Columbia
deserves and that you have supported.
It does not set the standard have set
for yourselves—to have me to come to
the floor to ask for a vote that I won 14
years ago. The standard we have to
meet is the standard we set for our-
selves.

Full voting rights for the District of
Columbia.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, the very
thoughtful remarks of our friend from
the District of Columbia underscore
the great challenge that we have here
on both sides.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to my
very good friend from Hollidaysburg,
Pennsylvania (Mr. SHUSTER).
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Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

I rise today with great respect for the
Delegates and the Resident Commis-
sioner and all the people that they rep-
resent. But I strongly oppose both this
rule and the underlying resolution.

The resolution we are considering
today is, pure and simple, a power
grab. There is no way I can support a
resolution that dilutes the rights of the
hardworking people of western and cen-
tral Pennsylvania, and there is no rea-
son they should support representa-
tives that have their rights diluted.

The Democratic scheme tramples on
the Constitution and the design of one
man, one vote. Article I, section 2 of
the Constitution clearly states the
House ‘‘shall be comprised of Members
chosen by the people of the several
States.’”” It does not provide full voting
privileges for Delegates representing
non-State territories.

Plain and simple, this is representa-
tion without taxation. This proposal
will allow the Democratic Delegates to
raise the taxes on the American people,
but then they will not have to pay
them.

I strongly encourage all members of
the Pennsylvania delegation to vote
against this resolution and protect the
rights of the hardworking people of
Pennsylvania.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, at this
time I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from American Samoa (Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA).

(Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker,
I know that some of our colleagues on
the other side of the aisle have seri-
ously challenged the constitutionality
of this proposed rule, as it was indi-
cated yesterday by our good friend and
colleague from the State of Louisiana
and also now reiterated by my good
friend from California.

Mr. Speaker, this proposed rule has
already gone through the process
where 13 of our Republican friends from
the other side of the aisle 13 years ago
filed a lawsuit in the district court,
Federal District Court of the District
of Columbia, to challenge the constitu-
tionality of this proposed rule. And
what happens? The judge ruled that it
was constitutional. Our friends on the
other side appealed the case to the Fed-
eral Circuit Court of the Court of Ap-
peals of the District of Columbia, and
they reaffirmed the decision of the
lower court.

So when you talk about the constitu-
tionality of this issue, Mr. Speaker, 1
submit to my good friends on the other
side of the aisle, the constitutionality
of this proposed rule is moot. It is a
moot issue. We have already discussed
this in the court.

Now, if my good friends on the other
side of the aisle would like to appeal
this case to the Supreme Court, then
let us do it. But as far as I can read and
with my limited knowledge of con-
stitutional law, Mr. Speaker, this mat-
ter has already been settled in the
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courts that say this proposed rule is
constitutional.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, at this
time I am very happy to yield 1 minute
to our good friend from Pennsylvania
(Mr. ENGLISH).

Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I rise, sadly, to oppose this
unconscionable power grab in which
the Democrats, who claimed they have
changed, have clearly indicated that
they are back. They are up to the old
tricks that they tried 12 years ago
when they were thrown out of the ma-
jority. Here they are again using the
Constitution as a political Handiwipe
and extending full voting rights to fa-
vored rotten boroughs.

Now what is a rotten borough? Dur-
ing the 19th century in Britain, there
were municipalities with tiny popu-
lations that were given full voting
rights, and it took Britain years to get
rid of that political inequity.

Today, to these people we are talking
about extending voting rights to terri-
tories that have a fraction of the popu-
lation of a congressional district, one
territory that has the population
roughly of Butler County, Pennsyl-
vania, one of my constituencies; one
that has roughly the population of
Mercer County, Pennsylvania. And to
my good friend from Samoa, and he is
a good friend, he represents a constitu-
ency with roughly the population of
Mill Creek Township in Erie County,
Pennsylvania, which I represent. And
yet he would be given full voting rights
within the Committee of the Whole.
That is an outrage.

Democrats once stood for one man,
one vote. Today on the floor of the
House, they stand for one Samoan, 10
votes.

Vote this down.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, at this
time I would like to yield 1 minute to
the distinguished gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. HOYER), our Democratic
leader.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I don’t
know whether the gentleman who just
spoke understands the pain that he in-
flicts, understands the lack of respect
that he shows, understands the denial
of democracy that he reflects.

I tell the gentleman that my friend
who sits behind you, four aisles back,
represents seven times as many people
as you and I represent, seven times as
many people, who, if they move from
the island of Puerto Rico to the State
of Maryland, the State of Pennsyl-
vania, have full voting rights. But he
inflicts on the gentleman from Amer-
ican Samoa and those Samoans who
have fought for this country and died
and are serving today who have no
vote. And for you on your side to rep-
resent that this is a power grab, in my
opinion, is absolutely unconscionable,
in your words, because it is so inac-
curate.

Why did the court of appeals rule this
to be constitutional? Because it does
not diminish any one of the 435 Mem-
bers in this body. Why? Because this is
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symbolism. This is symbolic. The Dele-
gates know it. The Delegates know
that this is not full voting rights for
them or for the people they represent.
But it is an opportunity for them to
participate and to reference on the
board in the Committee of the Whole
their vote, their opinion.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOYER. I would be glad to yield
to my friend.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentleman for yielding.

And I just want to say that I do have
the utmost respect for my good friend
from Pennsylvania, and I am really
saddened this day to hear that the
small population of the district that I
represent doesn’t mean anything to my
distinguished colleague who had made
the statement, alluding to the fact
that there are not very many Samoans
living in this great Nation of ours. I
really am saddened by that notion.

Mr. HOYER. Reclaiming my time,
Mr. Speaker, ladies and gentlemen of
the House, what we are doing here is
we are saying to five people, and I want
to say you saw the pain of the rep-
resentative of the District of Columbia
who absolutely ought to have a full
vote in this House. I hope that we will
address that shortly.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HOYER. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my friend for yielding, my friend and
classmate. We came together in 1981. I
came a little before he did because he
came in a special election, Mr. Speak-
er. He knows that I have the highest
regard for him. We have worked very
closely in a bipartisan way on a num-
ber of issues, and one of the things I
was most proud of over the past several
yvears was that my friend carried in his
breast pocket quotes of mine on things
that I said what we were in the minor-
ity about, the need for greater delib-
eration.

We considered, as my friend knows, a
very noncontroversial issue, that being
the extension of suspension days from
Monday and Tuesday to Wednesday. We
did that 3 years ago, a little over 3
years ago, and it had very little con-
troversy to it. We began a very delib-
erative process. We had a hearing on
that. Again, there wasn’t much con-
troversy.

And now I am going to take this op-
portunity to extend the quote of my
friend, if he will indulge me, when he,
on June 23 of 2003, at our Rules hearing
on this said: ‘“The lack of free and fair
debate on such important matters is an
embarrassment to the Members who
are privileged to serve. It demeans the
House, it cheats the American people,
and it offends our democratic tradi-
tions. Unfortunately, tactics designed
to shut down debate are not an aberra-
tion; they are becoming the norm.”’

And, Mr. Speaker, all I would say to
my friend is that the sort of unpleasant
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debate that we are witnessing right
now underscores the fact that moving
through the procedure that we have to
the House floor without a single com-
mittee hearing, without the input of
scholars who might talk about the im-
pact on this institution, on the Amer-
ican people, on the rights of American
citizens, is something that we should
consider. And that is the concern that
we have. And I believe what we should
do is withdraw this measure from the
floor and go through regular order.

I simply offered, as the ranking mi-
nority member now of the committee,
an amendment in the rule that would
simply say that if I could offer, as the
ranking member, the committee of ju-
risdiction, a germane amendment, I
would like to have a chance to do that.
And I was voted down in that quest.

Let us do proceed with what the gen-
tleman has argued passionately for. He
and I are both institutionalists, Mr.
Speaker. Let us do allow the Kkind of
deliberation that is essential to consid-
eration of such an important issue.

Mr. McCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOYER. I yield to my friend.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I just
want to clarify for the record that the
Rules Committee did offer the Repub-
licans a substitute, which they de-
clined. The amendment that was
brought before the Rules Committee
was made in order.

And I also would like to say, Mr.
Speaker, in response to my friend, Mr.
ENGLISH, that there are 58 million
Americans who pay no income tax in
this country, just payroll tax. I hope
the gentleman is not suggesting that
those people shouldn’t have a right to
vote.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, reclaiming
my time, and we are running out of
time, I want to say that when I yield-
ed, I was talking about symbolism. All
of us believe that symbolism is very
important. Our flag is a great symbol.
Samoans have died for that flag. Resi-
dents of the District of Columbia have
died for that flag. Residents of the Vir-
gin Islands have died for that flag.
Residents of Guam have died for that
flag. And many, many residents of
Puerto Rico have died for that flag.

Yes, this is symbolic, which is why
the courts said it was appropriate, be-
cause it does not constitutionally di-
minish the vote of any one of the 435
Members of this body one iota. Why?
Because if their votes make a dif-
ference, we automatically have a vote
of the 435 of us. That is why the courts
said this is absolutely constitutional.

It is not enough, what we do today.
But it would be tragic if we do not do
at least this basic step to recognize the
inclusion of those who serve with us,
who can speak with us, who can vote in
committee across the street or in this
building, but who have had their vote
in the Committee of the Whole taken
away from them when the Republicans
took power in 1995.
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Let us restore that vote today. Vote
for this rule, which is a fair rule. And
I say to my friend who quoted my com-
ments, you were accorded a right to a
substitute. You chose not to take it.
You were accorded the right to an
amendment. You now want to with-
draw that. I will tell you that, on our
side, if you want to withdraw that
amendment by unanimous consent, we
will not object. But my understanding
is you don’t want to make that re-
quest.

Mr.
yield?

Mr. HOYER. We have given you that
amendment.

My time is up. The last time you
asked me to yield, you gave a speech.
And that is fine, but you are going to
do it on your time.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume to
simply say to my friend that we are
clearly in a position where upstairs we
had said that we did not believe we
should amend a bad bill. But at the
same time, I simply made the request
for, as the ranking minority member,
the right to have a germane amend-
ment if we so chose. And that was, in
fact, denied us on a party-line vote
that we had in the House.

Mr. Speaker, at this time I am very
happy to yield a minute to my good
friend from Allentown, Pennsylvania
(Mr. DENT).

Mr. DENT. Mr. Speaker, I, too, today
rise in opposition to this rule and the
underlying legislation. In this bill, the
Delegates and the Resident Commis-
sioner will be allowed to vote on pro-
ceedings in the Committee of the
Whole; but if their vote is decisive,
then there must be a revote in the full
House without the participation of
these Delegates. In other words, the
bill says that your vote counts except
when it doesn’t count. And when it
really, really counts, that is when it
will make a difference in the outcome
of the proceedings, it turns out that
your vote doesn’t count at all.

This kind of absurdity might be ap-
propriate in the drama of Beckett or
Ionesco, but it has no place in the mak-
ing of American law.

And I do want to address the issue,
too. In the last session I supported the
Tom Davis-Holmes Norton bill to help
deal with the issue of the District of
Columbia’s voting rights. I agree with
that. I support that legislation, and we
should take up that legislation. We
shouldn’t do it through this rule.

Also, with respect to self-determina-
tion in Puerto Rico, we have been sup-
portive of Mr. FORTUNO and his effort
to allow for self-determination of the
island where people have a choice to
make: independence, territorial status,
or statehood. Let that process take its
course. This is not the way to go. I op-
pose the rule and the underlying legis-
lation.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from
Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE).

DREIER. Will the gentleman
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(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Might I
say, Mr. Speaker, it is a joy to see you
in the chair, and I thank the member
of the majority Rules Committee and
the Rules Committee and a number of
my colleagues.

And might I just remind my col-
leagues that we had some 10 years for
the Members on the other side of the
aisle to make good on a constitutional
promise.

It should be noted that this very rule
and its format has been affirmed on
constitutional grounds. It was utilized
by majority vote in the 103th Congress
without one incident except three re-
votes.

The idea and concept is to again in-
form America that we believe in one
vote, one person. I know historically
the complete insult to being considered
less than one vote. Slaves were charac-
terized historically as less than one
person. And so this particular legisla-
tion is a making of the whole of indi-
viduals who pay taxes, Federal taxes,
Social Security, Medicare taxes, and
individuals who we know, Mr. Speaker,
have been on the front lines of Iraq, Af-
ghanistan, and every single war.

And so to the American Samoa, to
the District of Columbia, to the Virgin
Islands, and to the District of Colum-
bia along with Puerto Rico and the
Commissioner, the argument for self-
rule or however Puerto Rico will ulti-
mately be designed is not the argument
here today. The argument here today is
to allow the constituents, some 4.4 mil-
lion, represented by Commissioners
and Delegates to have a constitutional
right to vote. There is no way that this
Congress, this Democratic Congress
under the leadership of Speaker PELOSI
and the leadership team, can reject the
right for Americans to vote or those
who are in many instances citizens.

And so, Mr. Speaker, I support the
rule and the underlying bill, and would
ask us to uphold the Constitution by
voting today to allow those who have
the right to vote to express their vote.

Mr. Speaker, | rise today in support of H.
Res. 78, which would amend the rules of the
House of Representatives to permit Delegates
from the District of Columbia, Guam, the Vir-
gin Islands, American Samoa, and the Resi-
dent Commissioner of Puerto Rico to cast
votes in the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union.

| support H.R. 78 because restoring to the
Delegates and the Resident Commissioner the
right to vote in the Committee of the Whole is
an act of simple justice long overdue. Indeed,
Mr. Speaker, H.R. 78 merely restores the
practice that prevailed in this House during the
103rd Congress. When the Republicans won
control of this chamber in 1994, one of their
first acts was to strip elected Delegates and
the Resident Commissioner of Puerto Rico of
their right to vote in the Committee of the
Whole.

Let me point out at the outset, Mr. Speaker,
that the rule we seek to restore today was re-
scinded by the Republican controlled 104th
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Congress, and prohibited by each succeeding
Congress through the 110th not because the
rule is unconstitutional or illegal but because
for apparently partisan reasons. Four of the
five Members directly affected by the rule are
members of the Democratic Caucus.

But the fact is, Mr. Speaker, the authority of
this House to confer voting rights in the Com-
mittee of the Whole upon elected Delegates
and the Resident Commissioner of Puerto has
been squarely addressed and upheld by the
Federal courts.

When the House adopted a similar rule dur-
ing the 103d Congress, Republican opponents
immediately brought action in federal court
challenging the constitutionality of the rule on
the ground that it vested legislative power in
persons who were not elected to represent
citizens of any of the several States. In March
1993, the United States District Court for the
District of Columbia upheld the rules change
on the ground that the Delegate votes was
structured so that Delegate votes in the Com-
mittee of the Whole were symbolic in nature
and thus did not affect the final ultimate out-
come of any vote. Michaels v. Anderson, 817
F. Supp. 126 (D.D.C. 1993), aff'd, 109 F.3d
623 (1994). For this reason, the court held
that the rule did not unconstitutionally confer
legislative power upon Delegates.

In affirming the district court, the Court of
Appeals for the District of Columbia held that
the additional authority conferred on Delegates
by the rule change was “largely symbolic” and
“not significantly greater than that which they
enjoy serving and voting on the standing com-
mittees.” Id. Nor was the court persuaded by
the argument raised by opponents below that
the rule change had the symbolic effect of
granting Delegates higher status and greater
prestige in their home districts. In rejecting the
claim, the court noted that because of the sav-
ings clause contained in the rule, the claimed
harm was ‘“unproven, remote, and specula-
tive” and of no unconstitutional moment. Sim-
ply put, the court held that the rule “was not
unconstitutional as the delegation of an im-
proper exercise of legislative power.”

Moreover, Mr. Speaker, the Supreme Court
has long held and it is now settled that the
Congress has broad authority to take action
with respect to the territories and the District
of Columbia. See Sere & Laralde v. Pilot, 10
U.S. 332, 336-37 (1810); Murphy v. Ramsey,
114 U.S. 15, 44 (1885); Binns v. U.S., 194
U.S. 486 (1885).

Mr. Speaker, our Nation’s Capital of the Dis-
trict of Columbia, the United States territories
of Puerto Rico, Guam, American Samoa, the
Virgin Islands, and the Northern Mariana Is-
lands, all play an important role in this great
Nation. They serve in our military. They are
fighting for us right now in Irag and Afghani-
stan. They are making and have made the ul-
timate sacrifice to protect and defend this Na-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, more than 30,000 residents of
Guam are on active duty in the Armed Forces
of the United States. That is nearly 20 percent
of the population of the territory. No other con-
gressional district or State comes close to
matching this measure of devotion. Approxi-
mately 2,500 soldiers from the District of Co-
lumbia and the territories are currently serving
in Irag and Afghanistan today. And American
Samoa has the highest per capita rate of any
State or territory in the Iraq war. The Iraq war
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death rate per 1 million people in the popu-
lation is almost as high for American Samoa
as for the 10 highest States combined.

Sadly also, Mr. Speaker, the Nation lost 19
brave soldiers this past Saturday when the
helicopter they were riding was shot down by
insurgents. Two of the heroes who made this
supreme sacrifice for their country were resi-
dents of the Virgin Islands.

Mr. Speaker, if a person can be called upon
to pay Federal taxes and serve in the Armed
Forces of the United States, then he or she
should at least have the opportunity to vote for
a Representative who could at least cast a
symbolic vote in this Chamber on critical mat-
ters facing our Nation—issues like war and
peace, equality and justice.

Mr. Speaker, taxation without representation
is tyranny. In the aggregate, nearly 5 million
persons residing in the District of Columbia,
Guam, the Virgin Islands, American Samoa,
and Puerto Rico are wrongly, and | say uncon-
scionably, being denied a vote—and therefore
denied a voice—in the most important legisla-
tive body in the world and making a mockery
of our commitment to democracy and equal
justice.

As a supporter of freedom, democracy, and
equality, | believe that it is long overdue for
the citizens of the District of Columbia to have
a Representative in Congress who can vote
on the vital legislation considered in this body.

It is wrong, Mr. Speaker, that the citizens of
the District of Columbia, who after all pay
taxes to the United States, serve in the Armed
Forces, and are subject to the laws and juris-
diction of the United States, are denied a vote
in the body that imposes those taxes, raises
and maintains the Armed Forces, and makes
the laws that each of us must obey.

License plates in the District of Columbia re-
mind us of their ongoing struggle for a proper
voice in this Federal Government, reading:
“Taxation without representation.” The people
in Boston felt so strongly about this in 1775
that they rebelled in Boston Harbor, launching
the “Boston Tea Party.”

This principle is no less vital today. We
must not deny the territories of Puerto Rico,
American Samoa, Guam, the Virgin Islands,
and the Northern Mariana Islands the right to
have a vote in Congress. Doing so denies
their important relationships with our Nation
and contributions to our economy.

Mr. Speaker, | commend the gentleman
from Maryland, Mr. HOYER, for introducing H.
Res. 78, which honors and vindicates the resi-
dents of the District of Columbia and the terri-
tories. Not only do we appreciate their military
service and tax receipts, we value their views
and opinion in the halls of Congress.

| urge my colleagues to support H. Res. 78.
But let us not stop there. | hope all Members
will support H.R. 328, the D.C. Fair and Equal
Voting Rights Act, which will give full voting
rights in the House to the nearly 600,000 citi-
zens of the District of Columbia.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I am very
pleased to yield 2 minutes to a former
member of the Rules Committee, we
miss him greatly upstairs, our good
friend from Marietta, Georgia, Dr.
GINGREY.

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my former chairman on the Rules Com-
mittee for the time. And I rise in oppo-
sition to this rule and the underlying
resolution, with some degree of sad-
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ness, because I certainly have great,
great respect for the representatives of
the territories and the District of Co-
lumbia. They are sitting here on the
floor and speaking, and they are great
Members. But I have to oppose this be-
cause I think that indeed, Mr. Speaker,
it will be ruled unconstitutional in the
final analysis.

And I know that the Democratic ma-
jority in the first 2 weeks, in the 100
hours, with the Six for ’06 legislative
agenda, the bumper sticker issues that
were poll-tested; if you took an issue
like this and you said to the American
people, We are about to grant voting
rights to the members from the terri-
tories that do not pay Federal income
taxes, and these votes can raise your
taxes, and they don’t pay Federal in-
come taxes, I think that the poll on
that would be at least 90 percent in op-
position. So if you are going to do
things on a poll-driven agenda, you
would not be doing this.

I think that it may end up being a
moot point, Mr. Speaker, because vot-
ing in the Committee of the Whole,
giving the Members that right, it may
never occur. It may be a moot point,
because with these closed rules and no
regular order, there may never be any
votes in the Committee of the Whole.

So I regrettably rise to oppose this. I
think it is absolutely wrong. But I
have great respect for my colleagues
from the territories and the District of
Columbia.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I want
to ask unanimous consent to have in-
serted in the RECORD a letter that was
sent to the Rules Committee signed by
Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. FORTUNO, Ms.
ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON, Mrs.
CHRISTENSEN, and Ms. BORDALLO in
support of the underlying bill.

And let me remind my colleague
from Georgia, this is not a closed rule.
If he wants a closed rule, he has the
right to amend it.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts?

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
reserving the right to object, I just
wanted to appreciate the gentleman for
placing items in the RECORD. I would
point out that the majority leader has
stated that the Republicans have de-
scribed this as a power grab. In fact,
the New York Times, the Chicago Trib-
une, The Washington Post, and USA
Today describe it as a power grab.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion.

Mr. MCGOVERN. What is the gentle-
man’s objection?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman reserved the right to object and
has now withdrawn his reservation.

Without objection, the item will be
placed in the RECORD.

There was no objection.
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CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES
Washington, DC, January 22, 2007.
Hon. LOUISE MCINTOSH SLAUGHTER,
Chairwoman, Committee on Rules, Washington,
DcC.
Hon. DAVID DREIER,
Ranking Republican Member,
Rules, Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRWOMAN SLAUGHTER AND RANK-
ING MEMBER DREIER: We write to respectfully
request your support for H. Res. 78, which
has been introduced by our colleague from
Maryland and the distinguished Majority
Leader, the Hon. Steny Hoyer, to amend the
Rules of the House of Representatives to af-
ford us the opportunity to cast votes in the
Committee of the Whole House on the state
of the Union. We represent the District of
Columbia, Puerto Rico, American Samoa,
Guam and the U.S. Virgin Islands, and this
rules change will have symbolic importance
for us as Delegates and for our constituents.

We recognize this proposal as consistent
with the provision that was provided for this
same purpose within the Rules of the House
of Representatives for the 103rd Congress. We
further recognize this proposal to be within
the Constitutionally-tested limits. H. Res. 78
would grant us meaningful participation in
the legislative process along with our par-
ticipation in standing committees. We hope
that you will support H. Res. 78 and that you
will favorably report this amendment to the
Rules of the House of Representatives for the
House to consider. Thank you for your con-
sideration of our views.

Sincerely,

ENI F.H. FALEOMAVAEGA,
Member of Congress.

ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON,
Member of Congress.

Luis G. FORTUNO,
Member of Congress.

DONNA M. CHRISTENSEN,
Member of Congress.

MADELEINE Z. BORDALLO,
Member of Congress.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, may I in-
quire of the Chair how much time is re-
maining on both sides.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California has 112 min-
utes; the gentleman from Massachu-
setts has 3 minutes.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I will
let the gentleman proceed.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, at this
point, I am very, very pleased to yield
3 minutes to the distinguished Resi-
dent Commissioner from Puerto Rico,
our good friend Mr. FORTUNO.

(Mr. FORTUNO asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) -

Mr. FORTUNO. Mr. Speaker, as the
only Republican afforded a vote by
House Resolution 78, I rise to thank my
distinguished colleague from Mary-
land, Majority Leader HOYER, for intro-
ducing this resolution granting the five
representatives of the nonstate areas of
our Nation voting representation in
the Committee of the Whole, but, per-
haps even more importantly, for open-
ing up the discussion of the status of
the U.S. possessions and territories.
That is what is going on here today.

I also rise to urge my colleagues who
can exercise their right to vote on this
amendment to the rules to give the
representatives in the House from the
District of Columbia, Virgin Islands,
American Samoa, Guam, and Puerto

Committee on
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Rico the only meaningful representa-
tion we can provide our constituents in
the House of Representatives. However,
I do this with some reluctance since 1
share some legal concerns as well as
fervor, because this proposed represen-
tation will be so limited: A vote on
amendments to bills in the Committee
of the Whole with a revote in the event
that our votes become decisive.

What the House really needs to do for
the almost 4 million U.S. citizens that
I represent before the Senate, the exec-
utive branch, as well as this House is
to authorize a process of self-deter-
mination for Puerto Rico. Puerto Rico
has been a U.S. territory since 1898, and
we still remain disenfranchised. Puerto
Rican Americans have been citizens
since 1917, and we have served with dis-
tinction and honor in our Armed
Forces and have defended our Nation in
every battlefield around the world. Ac-
tually, as we speak, we have lost 54 of
our constituents so far in the gulf war
on terrorism.

What my constituents really deserve
is the opportunity to seek equal rep-
resentation and equal responsibilities
in the Federal system or, alternatively,
the freedom of a sovereign nation, even
though the latter option has very little
support among my constituents.

I am pleased that 110 of my col-
leagues in the last Congress agreed, in-
cluding leaders on both sides of the
aisle, such as the distinguished major-
ity leader, Mr. HOYER, to cosponsor the
Puerto Rico Democracy Act. I am also
heartened that the chairman of the
committee of jurisdiction, the gen-
tleman from West Virginia (Mr. RA-
HALL) and the ranking minority mem-
ber, the gentleman from Alaska (Mr.
YOUNG) have indicated that legislation
for this purpose is a priority this year.

The question now, however, is wheth-
er to give all the territories and the
District of Columbia as much represen-
tation for our constituents that my
four nonstate colleagues and I can con-
stitutionally provide: A vote in the
Committee of the Whole that will not
be decisive on the amendments. To-
gether, the five of us represent 4.9 mil-
lion U.S. citizens, Americans who fight
and die for the United States every sin-
gle day. I respectfully request that
they deserve this representation, lim-
ited as it may be, until our status situ-
ation is fully addressed, as I hope it
will be fully addressed in the near fu-
ture.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I would
inquire of the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts how many speakers he has re-
maining.

Mr. MCGOVERN. I am it.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, then I
will yield myself the balance of the
time.

Mr. Speaker, this has been a very,
very sad debate. It has been a sad de-
bate because of the lack of deliberation
and the lack of the consideration.

The issue is, at best, controversial. I
listened to the remarks of my very
good friend, who, as I just told her,
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spends more time representing me now
that we have this 5-day workweek than
I do myself as a Californian because we
spend so much time in the District of
Columbia. Her remarks go right to the
point of concern that we have raised
about this process and why we are
where we are at this juncture.

As I look at the other Delegates, and
we have just heard from the Resident
Commissioner, we obviously have the
utmost respect for them, their service,
and the great representation that they
provide. And, over and above that, the
issue that everyone has mentioned
since the focal point of the State of the
Union address delivered here by the
President last night is that, as we pros-
ecute this global war on terror, it is es-
sential that we respect and revere
every single life that has been lost in
that struggle. And we know that there
are many people who have come from
the District of Columbia and from the
other territories who have paid the ul-
timate price, and we are in debt to
them for that.

But, Mr. Speaker, the thing that is
very troubling to me is that we are at
this point, without having ever given
any kind of committee hearing, with-
out any discussion or debate, and with
a process upstairs that I think my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle
will acknowledge was really a great
travesty and an injustice.

I want to express my appreciation to
Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, Mr.
MCGOVERN, when we were considering
this rule upstairs, did make a good-
faith effort in trying to offer a pro-
posed compromise to this rule, and un-
fortunately he was denied the chance
to do that.
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As we look at the issue before us,
many of us are troubled about the con-
stitutionality of this, and our friends
have basically just on the other side of
the aisle discussed the court decision
on this issue, Mr. Speaker, by saying
what was stated by the circuit court.
They used the word ‘‘meaningless’ to
describe this vote, and it was true, as I
said, legerdemain, legislative sleight of
hand, that they were able to at this
juncture move through those two
courts as they did with this measure.

But, Mr. Speaker, my plea to my
very good friends and colleagues in the
majority is simply let us go through
the process of deliberation. Let us go
through committee hearings. Let us
hear from those very thoughtful schol-
ars who so often testified before the
Rules Committee in the past on a wide
range of issues that we considered, and
then after we go through that delibera-
tive process, this process of democracy
which we all hold near and dear, then I
believe we could have a proposal that
we could bring to the floor, if possible,
to consider this measure.

Mr. Speaker, as I said, I am very,
very, very disappointed at the way this
whole issue has been handled, and
frankly, as my friend from Marietta
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said earlier, all of the closed rules that
we have had on these measures that
were brought before us, we were told
that when we got beyond the Six for
2006, that things were going to be much
different.

A professor at my alma mater, Clare-
mont McKenna College, wrote in the
Orange County Register yesterday that
that is like saying, I will respect you in
the morning.

Mr. Speaker, we have seen a continu-
ation of a clamp-down of deliberative
democracy, and what we are faced with
here at this moment, offer of a sub-
stitute aside, has denied the delibera-
tion that this very important issue de-
serves.

So, Mr. Speaker, I urge my col-
leagues to oppose this rule, and if by
chance the rule does pass, I urge strong
opposition to the underlying resolu-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the remaining time.

Mr. Speaker, let me restate what I
said earlier: This rule allows for con-
sideration of the only amendment of-
fered in the Rules Committee yester-
day. We also offered the minority the
opportunity for a substitute, which
they declined. If this bill is so awful,
they could have introduced a sub-
stitute to null and void it. Indeed, the
amendment that is made in order prac-
tically null and voids this entire bill.
As someone who has been around for a
few years, I do not think I have ever
heard so many complaints about a rule
that makes in order every single
amendment offered in the Rules Com-
mittee.

But, Mr. Speaker, let me say, the old
days are over. I could stand on this
floor all day and cite a list of abuses by
the former majority. Instead, let me
focus on how this Democratic majority
has chosen to operate.

For the last few weeks, we have
heard complaint after complaint that
the Republicans were not allowed to
offer amendments on our Six for ’06
agenda. Now the gentleman from Cali-
fornia and others are complaining that
we are allowing a Republican amend-
ment. I have got a case of whiplash.

Mr. Speaker, I am afraid that by al-
lowing the other side of the aisle to
offer amendments and offer a sub-
stitute, we have messed up their talk-
ing points.

Mr. KIRK from Illinois came before
the Rules Committee with a thoughtful
amendment, offered in good faith. I
happened to disagree very strongly
with the substance of his amendment,
but I support his right to offer it, de-
bate it and get an up-or-down vote in
this House. Indeed, I would urge my
colleagues to go to the Rules Com-
mittee and to read the testimony of
Mr. KIRK and also the statements by
members of the Rules Committee, Re-
publican members, who urged that this
amendment be made in order. This was
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a hearing, I would remind my col-
leagues, that happened in the light of
day, not in the middle of the night.

Let me also remind my colleague
there is no obligation for the gen-
tleman from Illinois or anybody else to
offer the amendment if they choose not
to. It is up to them. Indeed, they could
offer an amendment to strike this
amendment from the rule if they want
and have a closed rule, which they have
become accustomed to under their
leadership.

What we are allowing, Mr. Speaker,
is for the Delegates and the Resident
Commissioner to the House of Rep-
resentatives to have a symbolic vote
that will not count if they are the de-
ciding margin of victory or defeat of
any amendment. We are allowing for
the possible consideration of an amend-
ment. If the sponsor Member decides to
offer the amendment to this resolution,
he can offer it, or his designee. Finally,
we are protecting that amendment
from all points of order.

Let me close, Mr. Speaker, by ad-
dressing the rank-and-file Members on
the Republican side. We believe that
you have a right to be heard. If you
come before the Rules Committee with
thoughtful amendments, we will give
you every possible consideration. We
will not be perfect. We will do some
things that you will not like, but the
distinguished chairwoman of the Rules
Committee Ms. SLAUGHTER and all of
us on this side of the aisle have made
it very clear that we will preside over
a more open, democratic process than
was the norm for the past 12 years.

The rule before us is a product of
that commitment, and indeed, it re-
sponds to the Member who came before
the Rules Committee to offer an
amendment. I think that is good form.

Mr. Speaker, I would urge my col-
leagues to vote ‘‘yes’” on the previous
question and vote ‘‘yes’ on the rule.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time, and I move the previous
question on the resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on ordering the previous
question.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

Pursuant to clause 9 of rule XX, the
Chair will reduce to 5 minutes the min-
imum time for electronic voting, if or-
dered, on the question of adoption of
the resolution.

The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 229, nays
191, not voting 14, as follows:

Evi-

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Altmire
Andrews
Arcuri
Baca

Baird
Baldwin
Barrow
Bean
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Boren
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd (FL)
Boyda (KS)
Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Brown, Corrine
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carney
Carson
Castor
Chandler
Clarke
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Courtney
Cramer
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (AL)
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
Davis, Lincoln
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Donnelly
Doyle
Dreier
Edwards
Ellison
Ellsworth
Emanuel
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Farr
Filner
Giffords
Gillibrand
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green, Al
Green, Gene

Aderholt
Akin
Alexander
Bachmann
Bachus
Baker
Barrett (SC)
Bartlett (MD)
Barton (TX)
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Blackburn
Blunt
Boehner

[Roll No. 51]
YEAS—229

Grijalva
Gutierrez
Hall (NY)
Hare
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Herseth
Higgins
Hill
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Hodes
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kagen
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind
Klein (FL)
Kucinich
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lynch
Mahoney (FL)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Marshall
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum (MN)
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McNerney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Michaud
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Mitchell
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy, Patrick
Murtha

NAYS—191

Bonner
Bono
Boozman
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brown (SC)
Brown-Waite,
Ginny
Buchanan
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Calvert
Camp (MI)
Campbell (CA)
Cannon
Cantor
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Nadler
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Perlmutter
Peterson (MN)
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rodriguez
Ross
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Salazar
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schwartz
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Serrano
Sestak
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Shuler
Sires
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Space
Spratt
Stark
Stupak
Sutton
Tanner
Tauscher
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Towns
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz (MN)
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Welch (VT)
Wexler
Wilson (OH)
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn
Yarmuth

Capito

Carter

Chabot

Coble

Cole (OK)
Conaway
Crenshaw
Culberson
Davis (KY)
Davis, David
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
Deal (GA)
Dent
Diaz-Balart, L.
Diaz-Balart, M.
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Doolittle Knollenberg Reichert
Drake Kuhl (NY) Renzi
Duncan LaHood Reynolds
Ehlers Lamborn Rogers (AL)
Emerson Latham Rogers (KY)
English (PA) LaTourette Rogers (MI)
Fallin Lewis (CA) Ros-Lehtinen
Feeney Lewis (KY) Roskam
Ferguson Lindgr Royce
Flake LoBiondo Ryan (WI)
Forbes Lungren, Daniel Sali
Fortenberry E. Saxton
gossella ﬁack 1 Schmidt
0XX anzullo
Franks (AZ) Marchant 222:50121%1“”
Frelinghuysen McCarthy (CA) Shadegg
Gallegly McCaul (TX) Shays
Garrett (NJ) McCotter Shimkus
Gerlach McCrery Shuster
Gilchrest McHenry N
Gillmor McHugh Simpson
Gingrey McKeon Sm}th (NE)
Gohmert McMorris Sm}th NJ)
Goode Rodgers Smith (TX)
Goodlatte Mica Souder
Granger Miller (FL) Stearns
Graves Miller (MI) Sullivan
Hall (TX) Miller, Gary Tancredo
Hastert Moran (KS) Taylor
Hastings (WA) Murphy, Tim Terry
Hayes Musgrave Thornberry
Heller Myrick T?ahr't
Hensarling Neugebauer Tiberi
Herger Nunes Turner
Hobson Paul Upton
Hoekstra Pearce Walberg
Hulshof Pence Walden (OR)
Hunter Peterson (PA) Walsh (NY)
Inglis (SC) Petri Wamp
Issa Pitts Weldon (FL)
Johnson, Sam Platts Weller
Jones (NC) Poe Westmoreland
Jordan Porter Whitfield
Keller Price (GA) Wicker
King (IA) Pryce (OH) Wilson (NM)
King (NY) Putnam Wilson (SC)
Kingston Ramstad Wolf
Kirk Regula Young (AK)
Kline (MN) Rehberg Young (FL)
NOT VOTING—14
Buyer Frank (MA) Norwood
Castle Jindal Pickering
Cubin Johnson (IL) Radanovich
Everett Lowey Rohrabacher
Fattah Lucas
0O 1204
Messrs. ALEXANDER, RAMSTAD

and KELLER of Florida changed their
vote from ‘‘yea’ to ‘‘nay.”’

Ms. DEGETTE and Mr. GORDON of
Tennessee changed their vote from
<6na,y77 to 44yea.7’

So the previous question was ordered.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I move to
reconsider the vote on the previous
question.

MOTION TO TABLE OFFERED BY MR. MC GOVERN

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I
move to table the motion to recon-
sider.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
question is on the motion to table.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I demand
a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 9 of rule XX, this 5-
minute vote on the motion to table
will be followed by a 5-minute vote on
adoption of the resolution, if ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 229, noes 189,
not voting 16, as follows:

The
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Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Altmire
Andrews
Arcuri
Baca

Baird
Baldwin
Barrow
Bean
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Boren
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd (FL)
Boyda (KS)
Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Brown, Corrine
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carney
Carson
Castor
Chandler
Clarke
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Courtney
Cramer
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (AL)
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
Davis, Lincoln
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Donnelly
Doyle
Edwards
Ellison
Ellsworth
Emanuel
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Farr
Filner
Giffords
Gillibrand
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva

Aderholt
AKin
Alexander
Bachmann
Bachus
Baker
Barrett (SC)
Bartlett (MD)
Barton (TX)
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Blackburn
Blunt
Boehner

[Roll No. 52]

AYES—229

Gutierrez
Hall (NY)
Hare
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Herseth
Higgins
Hill
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Hodes
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kagen
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind
Klein (FL)
Kucinich
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lynch
Mahoney (FL)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Marshall
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum (MN)
McDermott
McGovern
MclIntyre
McNerney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Michaud
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Mitchell
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy, Patrick
Murtha
Nadler

NOES—189

Bonner
Bono
Boozman
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brown (SC)
Brown-Waite,
Ginny
Buchanan
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Calvert
Camp (MI)
Campbell (CA)
Cantor
Capito
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Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Perlmutter
Peterson (MN)
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rodriguez
Ross
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Salazar
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schwartz
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Serrano
Sestak
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Shuler
Sires
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Space
Spratt
Stark
Stupak
Sutton
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Towns
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz (MN)
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Welch (VT)
Wexler
Wilson (OH)
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn
Yarmuth

Carter

Chabot

Coble

Cole (OK)
Conaway
Crenshaw
Culberson
Davis (KY)
Davis, David
Dayvis, Jo Ann
Dayvis, Tom
Deal (GA)
Dent
Diaz-Balart, L.
Diaz-Balart, M.
Doolittle

Drake Knollenberg Rehberg
Dreier Kuhl (NY) Reichert
Duncan LaHood Renzi
Ehlers Lamborn Reynolds
Emerson Latham Rogers (AL)
English (PA) LaTourette Rogers (KY)
Fallin Lewis (CA) Rogers (MI)
Feeney Lewis (KY) Ros-Lehtinen
Ferguson Linder Roskam
Flake LoBiondo Royce
Forbes Lungren, Daniel Ryan (WI)
Fortenberry E. Sali
Fossella Mack Saxton
Foxx Manzullo Schmidt
Frelinghuysen Marchant Sensenbrenner
Gallegly McCarthy (CA) Sessions
Garrett (NJ) McCaul (TX) Shadegg
Gerlach McCotter Shays
Gilchrest McCrery Shimkus
Gillmor McHenry Shuster
Gingrey McHugh Simpson
Gohmert McKeon Smith (NE)
Goode McMorris Smith (NJ)
Goodlatte Rodgers Smith (TX)
Granger Mica, Souder
Graves Miller (FL) Stearns
Hall (TX) Miller (MI) Sullivan
Hastert Miller, Gary Tancredo
Hastings (WA) Moran (KS) Terry
Hayes Murphy, Tim Thornberry
Heller Musgrave Tiahrt
Hensarling Myrick Tiberi
Herger Neugebauer Turner
Hobson Nunes Upton
Hoekstra Paul Walberg
Hulshof Pearce Walden (OR)
Hunter Pence Walsh (NY)
Inglis (SC) Peterson (PA) Wamp
Issa Petri Weldon (FL)
Johnson, Sam Pitts Weller
Jones (NC) Platts Westmoreland
Jordan Poe Whitfield
Keller Porter Wicker
King (IA) Price (GA) Wilson (NM)
King (NY) Pryce (OH) Wilson (SC)
Kingston Putnam Wolf
Kirk Ramstad Young (AK)
Kline (MN) Regula Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—16
Buyer Frank (MA) Norwood
Cannon Franks (AZ) Pickering
Castle Jindal Radanovich
Cubin Johnson (IL) Rohrabacher
Everett Lowey
Fattah Lucas
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So the motion to table was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
question is on the resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I demand
a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 228, noes 188,
not voting 18, as follows:

[Roll No. 53]
AYES—228

The

This

Abercrombie Bishop (GA) Carnahan
Ackerman Bishop (NY) Carney
Allen Blumenauer Carson
Altmire Boren Castor
Andrews Boswell Chandler
Arcuri Boucher Clarke
Baca Boyd (FL) Clay
Baird Boyda (KS) Cleaver
Baldwin Brady (PA) Clyburn
Barrow Braley (IA) Cohen
Bean Brown, Corrine Conyers
Becerra Butterfield Cooper
Berkley Capps Costa
Berman Capuano Costello
Berry Cardoza Courtney

Cramer
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (AL)
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
Davis, Lincoln
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Donnelly
Doyle
Edwards
Ellison
Ellsworth
Emanuel
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Farr
Filner
Giffords
Gillibrand
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Hall (NY)
Hare
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Herseth
Higgins
Hill
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Hodes
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kagen
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy

Aderholt
Akin
Bachmann
Bachus
Baker
Barrett (SC)
Bartlett (MD)
Barton (TX)
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Blackburn
Blunt
Boehner
Bonner
Bono
Boozman
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brown (SC)
Brown-Waite,
Ginny
Buchanan
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Calvert
Camp (MI)
Campbell (CA)
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Carter
Chabot

Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind
Kirk
Klein (FL)
Kucinich
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lynch
Mahoney (FL)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Marshall
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum (MN)
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McNerney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Michaud
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Mitchell
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy, Patrick
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Perlmutter
Peterson (MN)
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall

NOES—188

Coble

Cole (OK)
Conaway
Crenshaw
Culberson
Davis (KY)
Davis, David
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
Deal (GA)
Dent
Diaz-Balart, L.
Diaz-Balart, M.
Doolittle
Drake

Dreier
Duncan
Ehlers
Emerson
English (PA)
Fallin
Ferguson
Flake

Forbes
Fortenberry
Fossella

Foxx

Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Gilchrest
Gillmor

H901

Rangel
Reyes
Rodriguez
Ross
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Salazar
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schwartz
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Serrano
Sestak
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Shuler
Sires
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Space
Spratt
Stark
Stupak
Sutton
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Towns
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz (MN)
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Welch (VT)
Wexler
Wilson (OH)
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn
Yarmuth

Gingrey
Gohmert
Goode
Goodlatte
Granger
Graves
Hall (TX)
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Heller
Hensarling
Herger
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hulshof
Hunter
Inglis (SC)
Issa
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jordan
Keller
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kline (MN)
Knollenberg
Kuhl (NY)
LaHood
Lamborn
Latham
LaTourette
Lewis (CA)
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ngis (KY) Pet,e'rson (PA) Shuster Whereas the wrongful refusal of the Major- Pascrell Schwartz Tierney
Linder Petri Simpson ity to produce a copy of the letter under de- FPastor Scott (VA) Towns
iﬁﬁ;ﬁgﬁoDamel gi;tsts Sm?g EE?)) bate constituted a breach of the dignity and gaylne " gerzaréo ggaﬁ 21(3](134))
s mi 3 s 3 B 3 . erlmutter esta. a.
in Ti f th mmi T
E. Poe Smith (TX) thg(-l)‘gefot;}e’) ch) itt e Co ttee’s proceedings; Peterson (MN) Shea-Porter Van Hollen
Mack Porter Souder . Pomeroy Sherman Velazquez
Manzullo Price (GA) Stearns AResoZved, that the ngse of Representatives prige (NC) Shuler Visclosky
Marchant Pryce (OH) Sullivan disapproves of the actions taken by the Com- Rahall Sires Walz (MN)
McCarthy (CA) Putnam Tancredo mittee’s Majority and directs the Chair- Reyes Skelton Wasserman
ﬁcgag (TX) gamsltad Terry woman of the Committee to undertake prac- Rodriguez Slaughter Schultz
¢-otter eswa Thornberry tices to prevent future occurrences. Rothman Smith (WA) Waters
McCrery Rehberg Tiahrt Roybal-Allard Snyder Wat
McHenry Reichert Tiberi The SPEAKER pro tempore. The res- Ruppersberger  Solis W:t:on
ﬁggggﬁ gggilol i Turner olution qualifies. Rush Space Wazman
McMorris Rogers (AL) Upton MOTION TO TABLE OFFERED BY MR. HASTINGS g;’;r;;?m gfgiﬁt Weiner
Rodgers Rogers (KY) Walberg OF FLORIDA Sanchez. Lind Stupak Welch (VT)
Mica Rogers (MI) Walden (OR) . enones Linda upa Wilson (OH)
Miller (FL) Ros-Lehtinen Walsh (NY) Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. T. Sutton Woolsey
Miller (MI) Roskam Wamp Speaker, I move to lay on the table the Szgggxémrem %ﬁggﬁel Wu
Miller, Gary Royce geﬁ“m FL) resolution of the distinguished gen- gepakowsky Thompson (CA)  Wynn
Moran (K$) Ryan (WD) e tleman. Schiff Thompson (MS) ~ Yarmuth
Murphy, Tim Sali Westmoreland
Muserave Saxton Whitfield The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Myrick Schmidt Wicker question is on the motion to table. NOES—189
Neugebauer Sensenbrenner Wilson (NM) The question was taken; and the Aderholt Frelinghuysen Neugebauer
Nunes Sessions Wilson (SC) Speaker pro tempore announced that Akin Gallegly Nunes
Paul Shadegg Wolf b b b N Alexander Garrett (NJ) Paul
Pearce Shays Young (AK) the ayes appeared to have it. Bachmann Gerlach Pearce
Pence Shimkus Young (FL) RECORDED VOTE gaf{hus g%lchrest ge?ce ®4)
ager 1limor eterson
NOT VOTING—18 Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, I de- Barrett (SC) Gohmert Petri
Alexander Feeney Norwood mand a recorded vote. Bartlett (MD) Goode Pitts
Buyer Frank (M4) Ortiz A recorded vote was ordered Barton (TX) Goodlatte Platts
Castle Jindal Pickering : Biggert Granger Poe
Cubin Johnson (IL) Radanovich The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Bilbray Graves Porter
Everett Lowey Rohrabacher Chair would also add that all Members Bilirakis Hall (TX) Price (GA)
Fattah Lucas Rothman please vote during the allotted time. Bishop (UT) Hastert Pryce (OH)
. Blackburn Hastings (WA Putnam
0 1226 The vote was taken by electronic de- gyt Hayesg (WA Ramstad
. vice, and there were—ayes 223, noes 189, Boehner Heller Regula
So the resolution was agreed to. t votine 22 foll . Bonner Hensarling Rehberg
not voting 22, as follows: I
The result of the vote was announced [Roll No. 54] Bono Herger Reichert
as above recorded. : Eoozg&n g‘)bi"‘; genm ”
. . . — 1, I n
A motion to reconsider was laid on AYES—223 Bﬁ;‘;y ('IYX) Hﬁfshsofa Rggefs &Y)
the table. Abercrombie Delahunt Kind Brown (SC) Hunter Rogers (MI)
ﬁlcllzirman gfgfsum g%lem (F}%) Brown-Waite, Inglis (SC) Ros-Lehtinen
——— cinic. 3
G: I Rosk
Altmire Dingell Lampson Bucll'f‘arﬁlan Jsosgnson Sam Rgzczm
PRIVILEGES OF THE HOUSE iggéflws ggrglizglt izﬁfg;/m Burgess Jones (NC) Ryan (WI)
Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 7 Burton (IN) Jordan Sall
X £ th Vil £ th Baca Edwards Larsen (WA) Calvert Keller Saxton
a question of the privileges of the gaigd ) gﬁlson o Iﬁarson (T Camp (MD) King (IA) Schmidt
House, and I send to the desk a resolu- i Bt Loo. Campbell (CA)  King (NY) Sensenbrenner
tion. BZ;;(’W Enmg"a(:‘;r]lue LZ&I; @A Cannon Kingston Sessions
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Becerra Eshoo Lipinski Si§f§§ gﬁrlfe (MN) §ﬁ3‘§‘§gg
Clerk will report the resolution. Berkley Etheridge Loebsack Carter Knollenberg Shimkus
The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- gg;{nan giﬁfer Iﬂggifenf Zoe Chabot Kuhl (NY) Shuster
lows: Bishop (GA) Giffords Lynch Goble LaHood Simpson
1shop 1HC V. Cole (OK) Lamborn Smith (NE)
H. RES. 93 Bishop (NY) Gillibrand Mahoney (FL) Conaway Latham Smith (NJ)
Whereas at approximately 11:30 a.m. on the gg\ir;lenauer gg?gi;ez ﬁzg’;;’y XY) Crenshaw LaTourette Smith (TX)
23rd of January, 2007 the Committee on pogwell Green, Al Marshall gulperslg iew?s (%}) Zg“der
Rules began consideration of a special order Boucher Green. Gene Matheson avis (KY) ewis (KY) carns
. PN . . D ; Davis, David Linder Sullivan
of business providing for consideration of H. Boyd (FL) Grijalva Matsui Davis. Jo Ann LoBiondo Tancredo
Res. T8; Boyda (KS) Gutierrez McCarthy (NY) Davis: Tom Lungren, Daniel ~ Taylor
Whereas the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. Brady (PA) Hall (NY) McCollum (MN)  peg) (GA) E. Terry
Kirk) submitted an amendment to the Com- gizl}fz’ (é‘;‘zrine g:;fnan ﬁgggzﬁﬁt Dent Mack Thornberry
i i i i . ’ Diaz-Balart, L. M 11 Tiahrt
mittee for its gons1derat10n, . Butterfield Hastings (FL) McIntyre D;:ﬁ—legﬁt M M;?(?}lllar?t T;%e;
Whereas during a recess of the Committee, K > WL
A N Capps Herseth McNerney Doolittle McCarthy (CA) Turner
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. Kirk) sub- capuano Higgins McNulty Drake McCanl (TX) Upton
mitted a letter to the Chairwoman of the Cardoza Hill Meehan Dreier McCotter Walberg
Committee on Rules requesting that his Carnahan Hinchey Meek (FL) Duncan McHenry Walden (OR)
amendment be withdrawn from further con- Carney Hinojosa Meeks (NY) Ehlers McHugh Walsh (NY)
sideration; g:‘;ig? gg?;o ﬁfelincgn Emerson McKeon Wamp
Whereas that letter was date stamped in ichau ] English (PA) McMorris Weldon (FL)
A . Clarke Holden Millender- Fallin Rodger: Weller
the customary practice of the Committee; Clay Holt McDonald . w odgers We te ond
Whereas it has been the long standing Cleaver Honda Miller (NC) eeney ica estmorelan
ti f the C it £ t furth N Ferguson Miller (FL) Whitfield
pracllce 0] e ommittee to no urther gh{lburn gooley M}llekf,l(l}eorge Flake Miller (MI) Wicker
cqnsuier amendments that have been so ohen oyer itche Forbes Miller, Gary Wilson (NM)
withdrawn; Conyers Inslee Mollohan Fortenberry Moran (KS) Wilson (SC)
Cooper Israel Moore (KS)
Whereas the gentleman from Massachu- D Srae oore Fossella Murphy, Tim Wolf
. Costa Jackson (IL) Moore (WI) o M
setts (Mr. McGovern) made a motion to re- 0XX usgrave Young (AK)
. ) . Costello Jackson-Lee Moran (VA) Franks (AZ) Myrick Young (FL)
port a special order of business providing for courtney (TX) Murphy (CT) ¥ g
consideration of the amendment by Mr. Kirk cramer Jefferson Murphy, Patrick NOT VOTIN 29
despite its withdrawal; Crowley Johnson (GA) Murtha,
Whereas when the issue of the withdrawal Cuellar Johnson, E. B. Nadler Buyer Gingrey Rangel
of the amendment was being debated by the Cummings Jones (OH) Napolitano Castle Jindal Rogers (AL)
Committee, the Ranking Republican Member gzgi: Egk; E:Igl?(?rski ggi;tl\gf) ghipdler iohnson L) Rohrabacher
attempted to obtain a copy of the letter from : ) ubin uoas Ross
L . . Davis (IL) Kaptur Obey Doyle McCrery Scott (GA)
the Majority and the Majority willfully re- payis, Lincoln Kennedy Olver Everett Norwood Wexler
fused to produce a copy of the letter after re- DeFazio Kildee Ortiz Fattah Pickering

peated requests; DeGette Kilpatrick Pallone Frank (MA) Radanovich



January 24, 2007

0 1247

So the motion to table was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

MOTION TO ADJOURN

Mr. WALDEN of Oregon. Madam
Speaker, I move that the House do now
adjourn.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
TAUSCHER). The question is on the mo-
tion to adjourn offered by the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. WALDEN).

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker,
that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 185, nays
226, not voting 23, as follows:

[Roll No. 55]

on

YEAS—185

Aderholt Frelinghuysen Nunes
Akin Gallegly Paul
Alexander Garrett (NJ) Pearce
Bachmann Gerlach Pence
Bachus Gilchrest Peterson (PA)
Baker Gillmor Petri
Barrett (SC) Gingrey Pitts
Bartlett (MD) Gohmert Platts
Biggert Goode Poe
Bilbray Goodlatte Porter
Bilirakis Granger Price (GA)
Bishop (UT) Graves Pryce (OH)
Blackburn Hall (TX) Putnam
Blunt Hastert Ramstad
Boehner Hastings (WA) Regula
Bonner Hayes Rehberg
Bono Heller ) Reichert
Boozman Hensarling Renzi
Boustany Herger
Brady (TX) Hobson ggggs%zm
Brown (SC) Hoekstra Rogers (KY)
Brown-Waite, Hulshof Ro

. gers (MI)

Ginny Hunper Ros-Lehtinen

Buchanan Inglis (SC) Roskam
Burgess Issa Royce
Burton (IN) Johnson, Sam Ryan (WI)
Calvert Jones (NC) Sali
Camp (MI) Jordan Saxton
Campbell (CA) Keller Schmidt
Cannon King (14) Sensenbrenner
Cantor King (NY) .
Capito Kirk Sessions
Carter Kline (MN) Shadegg
Castle Knollenberg Shimlkus
Chabot Kuhl (NY) Shuster
Coble LaHood Simpson
Cole (OK) Lamborn Sm}th (NE)
Conaway Latham Smith (NJ)
Crenshaw LaTourette Smith (TX)
Culberson Lewis (CA) Souder
Davis (KY) Lewis (KY) Stearns
Davis, David Linder Sullivan
Davis, Tom LoBiondo Tancredo
Deal (GA) Lungren, Daniel ~ Lerry
Dent E. Thornberry
Diaz-Balart, L.  Mack Tiahrt
Diaz-Balart, M. Manzullo Tiberi
Doolittle Marchant Turner
Drake McCarthy (CA) Upton
Dreier McCotter Walberg
Duncan McHenry Walden (OR)
Ehlers McHugh Walsh (NY)
Emerson McKeon Wamp
English (PA) McMorris Weldon (FL)
Fallin Rodgers Weller
Feeney Mica Westmoreland
Ferguson Miller (FL) Whitfield
Flake Miller (MI) Wicker
Forbes Miller, Gary Wilson (NM)
Fortenberry Moran (KS) Wilson (SC)
Fossella Murphy, Tim Wolf
Foxx Myrick Young (AK)
Franks (AZ) Neugebauer Young (FL)

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Altmire
Andrews
Arcuri
Baca

Baird
Baldwin
Barrow
Bean
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Boren
Boswell
Boyd (FL)
Boyda (KS)
Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Brown, Corrine
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carney
Carson
Castor
Chandler
Clarke
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Courtney
Cramer
Crowley
Davis (AL)
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
Davis, Lincoln
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Donnelly
Doyle
Edwards
Ellison
Ellsworth
Emanuel
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Farr
Filner
Giffords
Gillibrand
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Hall (NY)

Barton (TX)
Boucher
Buyer

Cubin

Cuellar
Cummings
Davis, Jo Ann
Everett

Messrs.

NAYS—226

Hare
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Herseth
Higgins
Hill
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Hodes
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kagen
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind
Kingston
Klein (FL)
Kucinich
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lynch
Mahoney (FL)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Marshall
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum (MN)
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McNerney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Michaud
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Mitchell
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy, Patrick
Murtha
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Nadler
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Perlmutter
Peterson (MN)
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Rodriguez
Ross
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Salazar
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schwartz
Scott (VA)
Serrano
Sestak
Shays
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Shuler
Sires
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Space
Spratt
Stark
Stupak
Sutton
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Towns
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz (MN)
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Welch (VT)
Wexler
Wilson (OH)
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn
Yarmuth

NOT VOTING—23

Fattah
Frank (MA)
Jindal
Johnson (IL)
Lucas
McCaul (TX)
McCrery
Musgrave
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EMANUEL, TOWNS,

Norwood
Pickering
Radanovich
Reyes
Rohrabacher
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Scott (GA)

and

SPRATT changed their vote from
uyea‘w to una‘y.a»
So the motion to adjourn was re-

jected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

H903

PERMITTING DELEGATES AND
THE RESIDENT COMMISSIONER
TO CAST VOTES IN THE COM-
MITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Madam
Speaker, pursuant to House Resolution
86, I call up the resolution (H. Res. 78)
amending the Rules of the House of
Representatives to permit Delegates
and the Resident Commissioner to the
Congress to cast votes in the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the state
of the Union, and ask for its immediate
consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

Mr. MCHENRY. Madam Speaker, I
demand the question of consideration.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
TAUSCHER). The gentleman from North
Carolina demands the question of con-
sideration. The question is: Will the
House consider the resolution?

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. McCHENRY. Madam Speaker, 1
demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 224, noes 186,
not voting 24, as follows:

[Roll No. 56]

AYES—224
Ackerman Dicks Klein (FL)
Allen Dingell Kucinich
Altmire Doggett Lampson
Andrews Donnelly Langevin
Arcuri Doyle Lantos
Baca Edwards Larsen (WA)
Baird Ellison Larson (CT)
Baldwin Ellsworth Lee
Barrow Emanuel Levin
Bean Engel Lewis (GA)
Becerra Eshoo Lipinski
Berkley Etheridge Loebsack
Berman Farr Lofgren, Zoe
Berry Filner Lowey
Bishop (GA) Giffords Lynch
Bishop (NY) Gillibrand Mahoney (FL)
Blumenauer Gongzalez Maloney (NY)
Boren Gordon Markey
Boswell Green, Al Marshall
Boyd (FL) Green, Gene Matheson
Brady (PA) Grijalva Matsui
Braley (IA) Gutierrez McCarthy (NY)
Brown, Corrine Hall (NY) McCollum (MN)
Butterfield Hare McDermott
Capps Harman McGovern
Capuano Hastings (FL) McIntyre
Cardoza Herseth McNerney
Carnahan Higgins McNulty
Carney Hill Meehan
Castor Hinchey Meek (FL)
Chandler Hinojosa Meeks (NY)
Clarke Hirono Melancon
Clay Hodes Michaud
Cleaver Holden Millender-
Clyburn Holt McDonald
Cohen Honda Miller (NC)
Conyers Hooley Miller, George
Cooper Hoyer Mitchell
Costa Inslee Mollohan
Costello Israel Moore (KS)
Courtney Jackson (IL) Moore (WI)
Cramer Jackson-Lee Moran (VA)
Crowley (TX) Murphy (CT)
Cuellar Jefferson Murphy, Patrick
Cummings Johnson (GA) Murtha
Davis (AL) Jones (OH) Nadler
Davis (CA) Kagen Napolitano
Davis (IL) Kanjorski Neal (MA)
Davis, Lincoln Kaptur Oberstar
DeFazio Kennedy Obey
DeGette Kildee Olver
Delahunt Kilpatrick Ortiz
DeLauro Kind Pallone
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Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Perlmutter
Peterson (MN)
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rodriguez
Ross
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Salazar
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky

Aderholt
Akin
Alexander
Bachmann
Bachus
Baker
Barrett (SC)
Bartlett (MD)
Barton (TX)
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Blackburn
Blunt
Boehner
Bonner
Bono
Boozman
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brown (SC)
Brown-Waite,
Ginny
Buchanan
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Calvert
Camp (MI)
Campbell (CA)
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Carter
Castle
Chabot
Coble
Cole (OK)
Conaway
Crenshaw
Culberson
Davis (KY)
Davis, David
Davis, Tom
Deal (GA)
Dent
Diaz-Balart, L.
Diaz-Balart, M.
Doolittle
Drake
Dreier
Duncan
Ehlers
Emerson
English (PA)
Fallin
Feeney
Ferguson
Flake
Forbes
Fortenberry
Fossella
Foxx

Abercrombie
Boucher
Boyda (KS)
Buyer

Carson

Cubin

Davis, Jo Ann
Everett

Schiff
Schwartz
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Serrano
Sestak
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Shuler
Sires
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis

Space
Spratt
Stark
Stupak
Sutton
Tanner
Tauscher
Thompson (CA)

NOES—186

Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gingrey
Gohmert
Goode
Goodlatte
Granger
Graves
Hall (TX)
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Heller
Hensarling
Herger
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hulshof
Hunter
Inglis (SC)
Issa
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Keller
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kline (MN)
Knollenberg
LaHood
Lamborn
Latham
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Mack
Manzullo
Marchant
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul (TX)
McCotter
McCrery
McHenry
McHugh
McKeon
McMorris
Rodgers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Moran (KS)
Murphy, Tim
Myrick
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Thompson (MS)

Tierney
Towns
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz (MN)
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Welch (VT)
Wexler
Wilson (OH)
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn
Yarmuth

Neugebauer
Nunes

Paul

Pearce
Pence

Petri

Pitts

Platts

Poe

Porter
Price (GA)
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Ramstad
Regula
Rehberg
Reichert
Renzi
Reynolds
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Royce

Ryan (WI)
Sali

Saxton
Schmidt
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shays
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Stearns
Sullivan
Taylor
Terry
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Turner
Upton
Walberg
Walden (OR)
Walsh (NY)
Wamp
Weldon (FL)
Weller
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson (NM)
Wilson (SC)
Wolf

Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—24

Fattah

Frank (MA)
Jindal
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Jordan

Kuhl (NY)
LaTourette

Lucas
Musgrave
Norwood
Peterson (PA)
Pickering
Radanovich
Rogers (MI)
Tancredo
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Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia changed her vote from ‘“‘no’ to
ssaye.av

So the question of consideration was
decided in the affirmative.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated against:

Mr. JORDAN of Ohio. Madam Speaker, |
was absent from the House floor during to-
day’s rollcall vote on considering House Reso-
lution 78.

Had | been present, | would have voted
“no.”

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
Clerk will re-report the title.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 86, the resolu-
tion is considered read.

The text of the resolution is as fol-
lows:

The

H. RES. 78

Resolved,

SECTION 1. VOTING BY DELEGATES AND RESI-
DENT COMMISSIONER IN COM-
MITTEE OF THE WHOLE.

(a) PERMITTING VOTES T0O BE CAsT.—Clause
3(a) of rule III of the Rules of the House of
Representatives is amended to read as fol-
lows:

‘3. (a) In a Committee of the Whole House
on the state of the Union, each Delegate and
the Resident Commissioner shall possess the
same powers and privileges as Members of
the House. Each Delegate and the Resident
Commissioner shall be elected to serve on
standing committees in the same manner as
Members of the House and shall possess in
such committees the same powers and privi-
leges as the other members of the com-
mittee.”.

(b) APPOINTMENT OF CHAIR.—The first sen-
tence of clause 1 of rule XVIII of the Rules of
the House of Representatives is amended by
striking ‘‘a Chairman” and inserting ‘“‘a
Member, Delegate, or the Resident Commis-
sioner as Chairman’’.

(c) REPEATING OF CERTAIN VOTES.—Clause 6
of rule XVIII of the Rules of the House of
Representatives is amended by adding at the
end the following new paragraph:

‘“(h) Whenever a recorded vote on any ques-
tion has been decided by a margin within
which the votes cast by the Delegates and
the Resident Commissioner have been deci-
sive, the Committee of the Whole shall rise
and the Speaker shall put such question de
novo without intervening motion. Upon the
announcement of the vote on that question,
the Committee of the Whole shall resume its
sitting without intervening motion.”.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. After 1
hour of debate on the resolution, it
shall be in order to consider the
amendment printed in House Report
110-3, if offered by the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. KIRK), or his designee,
which shall be considered read, and
shall be debatable for 20 minutes,
equally divided and controlled by the
proponent and an opponent.

The gentleman from Florida (Mr.
HASTINGS) and the gentleman from
California (Mr. DREIER) each will con-
trol 30 minutes of debate on the resolu-
tion.
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The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Madam
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Madam Speaker, I am very proud to
be bringing this bill to the House floor
today. This minor change in House
rules represents a major step forward
for the nearly 5 million Americans
whose voice is not currently rep-
resented on the floor of this House.
That is right, Madam Speaker, 5 mil-
lion Americans go unrepresented on
the floor of the people’s House.

This is one of the few things we can
do for the American body politic that
is not only the right thing to do, it is
easy to do as well.

One of the most simple, yet eloquent
and powerful statements in support of
what we will do today was made by one
of our former colleagues several years
ago. Ben Blaz served in this House for
8 years as the delegate from Guam in
the mid-1980s and early 1990s.
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Delegate Blaz is a man of unques-
tioned patriotism and uncommon
valor. He retired from the Marine
Corps with the rank of brigadier gen-
eral, and during his time in the corps
he was awarded the Legion of Merit, a
Bronze Star with Combat V and the
Vietnam Cross of Gallantry.

I give you a little background on the
former Delegate so that our colleagues
can have some context when I tell you
what General Blaz had to say at one
time on this House floor. What the gen-
eral said about his status in the House
and the faith of his fellow Guamanians
was this: “We are equal in war, but not
in peace.”

So it is today, Madam Speaker. Over
the past several months, and as re-
cently as this week, in the deserts of
Iraq and Afghanistan, young Ameri-
cans from Guam, American Samoa,
Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands and
Washington, D.C. have fought and died
in defense of their country and in serv-
ice to the Nation they love. In the heli-
copter that crashed last week, two
from the Virgin Islands were on that
helicopter and lost their lives. _

And yet our colleagues, Mr. FORTUNO
from Puerto Rico, Dr. CHRISTENSEN
from the Virgin Islands, Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA from American Samoa,
Ms. BORDALLO from Guam and Ms.
NORTON, from Washington, D.C., have
no right to cast a vote and be a voice
for their constituents and our fellow
Americans out on the battlefield.

But, you know, Madam Speaker, I
may be overstating the importance of
this modest rules change. It is, after
all, more symbolism than substance.
Yes, our colleagues who I just men-
tioned will finally be able to cast a
vote on the House floor, but, and this
should be the clincher for my Repub-
lican friends who generally prefer to
see democracy squelched in the peo-
ple’s House, if a vote cast by a Delegate
or the Resident Commissioner or by
them collectively amounts to the de-
ciding votes on a question before the
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House, then the vote is retaken with-
out permitting them to participate.

So who could possibly be opposed to
giving our colleagues, arguably some of
the most gifted and thoughtful legisla-
tors in this Chamber, the right to cast
a nondecisive vote on the House floor?
I mean, that really should be done.

Let me close for now by doing some-
thing I don’t often do here, and that is
to quote the current President of the
United States. Last night, Madam
Speaker, standing where you are, not
25 feet from where I stand today, the
distinguished President of the United
States, President Bush, said, ‘‘This is a
decent and honorable country.”

What we are trying to do on the
House floor today, colleagues, is the
decent and honorable thing to do.

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

(Mr. DREIER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, I rise
today in strong opposition to House
Resolution 78, which will allow the Del-
egates and the Resident Commissioner
to vote on the House floor.

My colleagues who support this
measure will talk about how the vote
granted under this change in the House
rules is merely symbolic and the votes
cast don’t count. But, Madam Speaker,
that analysis says that the value of a
vote is worth little more than its abil-
ity to be used in a press release or a
letter to a constituent. I value my
vote. I consider it to be an extraor-
dinary honor to serve here, and I be-
lieve that the Delegates and the Resi-
dent Commissioners should and would
desire to value their votes as well.

Those who advocate granting the
right in the Committee of the Whole
have apparently forgotten the full
name of that committee. Madam
Speaker, we are in the House right
now, but when we are in the Com-
mittee of the Whole, it is called the
Committee of the Whole House on the
state of the Union. I underscore the
word ‘‘Union.” We need to remember
that.

The Union is made up of the several
States, and only Representatives from
those States may vote here on the
House floor. That is what the U.S. Con-
stitution says.

Yes, the Committee of the Whole
finds its roots in the British Par-
liament, but the modern House of Rep-
resentatives and the 17th century Brit-
ish Parliament used the Committee of
the Whole for two vastly different pur-
poses.

We use the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for the
purpose of allowing the House of Rep-
resentatives to expedite the amend-
ment process and to allow for a more
free-flowing debate. We do not, and I
underscore this, Madam Speaker, we do
not use it to say that we are no longer
the House of Representatives, and
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therefore allow us to close delibera-
tions to emissaries of the Queen. That
is not what going into the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the
Union is about.

Madam Speaker, my colleagues from
the territories and the District of Co-
lumbia feel disenfranchised, and I un-
derstand why. They enjoy many of the
benefits granted to the citizens of the
several States. However, with the ex-
ception of the District of Columbia,
their representatives are different. For
instance, some pay income taxes dif-
ferently; some not at all. Some are sub-
ject to the recently increased min-
imum wage; others are not subjected to
the recently increased minimum wage.

This change in the House rules is an
end run around the United States Con-
stitution. The court said so when it
upheld the rule. Because the Constitu-
tion limits who can wield legislative
power, in order to pass muster the rule
had to make it appear that Delegates
and Resident Commissioners had none.

It is the ultimate in illusions, Madam
Speaker. When your vote counts, it
doesn’t count; and when it doesn’t
count, it counts. I will say that again.
When your vote counts, it doesn’t
count; and when it doesn’t count, it
counts. That is really what we are
doing here.

But we all know that Member voting
behavior is far more subtle than my
colleagues have led on. A recent aca-
demic study of voting patterns in the
103rd Congress showed that while the
Delegate voting rule was in place,
there was a drastic increase in the
number of votes retaken in the House.
While there were only three automatic
revotes pursuant to the Delegate vot-
ing rule, there were a total of 75 votes
taken in the Committee of the Whole
that were retaken in the House of Rep-
resentatives.

Madam Speaker, on those revotes,
the study shows there was an average
of 31 switches per vote, and that out of
the 435 Members, 403 switched their
vote at least once, and that there was
an average of 3.9 switches per Member.
While the Democrats will argue that
the Delegate voting rule had no effect
on the switching, there is no doubt
that the rule change drastically in-
creased the number of revotes here in
the House of Representatives.

Madam Speaker, if we want to grant
the Delegates the right to vote, we
have, I clearly believe, two options: Ei-
ther they need to start the path to-
wards statehood, or we need to change
the United States Constitution. I know
full well, Madam Speaker, that both of
them are long, difficult paths, but they
are clearly preferable to this parlor
trick of a rule.

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Madam
Speaker, I am very pleased at this time
to yield 4 minutes to my good friend,
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
CONYERS), the distinguished Chair of
the Judiciary Committee.
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(Mr. CONYERS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CONYERS. Madam Speaker, 1
want to thank the distinguished mem-
ber of the Rules Committee, and I rise,
Madam Speaker, in some shock about
the strong opposition to this rule and
the underlying bill.

I had never thought that I would hear
a reason to deny a Member of the
House of Representatives a vote be-
cause of convenience, because of the
number of revotes that have occurred
and whether or not the switched votes
that took place were because of wheth-
er Delegates were voting or not. This is
an incredible kind of an argument.

Today I commend the House leader-
ship for bringing to the floor a small
attempt to give our Delegates a voice
in the House. This rule allows Congress
to be more inclusive and integrated as
it pertains to our Delegates.

Significantly, the rule brings the
Congresswoman from the District of
Columbia, ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON,
closer to a House vote for the District,

a vote that was almost realized
through bipartisan efforts in the 109th
Congress.

By giving our Delegates a vote in the
Committee of the Whole, we provide
these representatives with the oppor-
tunity to greater serve their constitu-
ents. I wonder what the rest of the citi-
zens of this country would think would
be wrong with such an opportunity for
these citizens to have a voting Rep-
resentative, as our citizens do?

Delegates will now have a record that
reflects their positions on the measures
that come before the House, but ulti-
mately Delegates will be more involved
with the work of the Congress, which
would, at least in small part, become
their Congress.

In recognizing our Delegates, Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA, Ms. BORDALLO, Mrs.
CHRISTENSEN, Mr. FORTUNO and ELEA-
NOR HOLMES NORTON, I point out that
their contributions have been much
like that of other representatives. Our
Delegates already serve and vote on
committee business, they serve in cau-
cus and leadership positions, and they
diligently represent the interests of
their constituents. It is an honor to
work alongside these Members. Why
shouldn’t we help them in this long, ar-
duous struggle toward full membership
in the House?

For the Delegate from the District of
Columbia, I believe that a vote in the
Committee of the Whole is a step to-
ward achieving a vote in the House. It
is not the final step. Our work to bring
democracy to the Nation’s Capital will
continue after today’s, what I hope will
be a success.

For over 200 years, the District resi-
dents have been disenfranchised while
assuming the responsibilities of United
States citizenship. Like both State and
territory residents, District residents
serve in the Armed Forces and are cur-
rently represented in Iraq, Afghanistan
and other countries in the world. Like
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State residents, but unlike territory
residents, citizens of the District pay
Federal taxes and vote in Presidential
elections.

However, the District is alone in that it is de-
nied voting representation in the very entity
that controls all aspects of the city’s legisla-
tive, executive, and judicial functions—the
Congress. No other entity—State or territory—
lacks this much autonomy.

| will continue to support Congresswoman
NORTON in her efforts to secure a vote for the
District. | pledge to work towards such a vote
in the coming weeks. This Congress is capa-
ble of a sound, bipartisan response and in fact
proved as much last Congress. Let us now
address the unfinished business of the 109th
Congress and the unfinished business of our
democracy.

Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Madam Speaker, the distinguished
chairman of the Judiciary Committee
knows I have the highest regard for
him. I was simply quoting an academic
study underscoring the fact that we
very much need to have a greater op-
portunity for deliberation on this
issue, rather than moving without any
hearings whatsoever.

Madam Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to
a very hardworking member of the
Rules Committee, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. SESSIONS).

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam Speaker, we
are here today to consider the Demo-
crat leadership’s proposed change to
the current House practices to provide
Delegates from U.S. territories with
representation without taxation.

The Democrat leadership, in a polit-
ical effort to pad votes, is willing to
trample on the Constitution by allow-
ing these Delegates to cast votes on
amendments that could affect tax-
payers across the United States of
America without requiring that these
residents pay taxes into the United
States Treasury. According to a 2000
census, American Samoa had 60,000
residents, about one-tenth the size of
an average congressional district. This
too undermines the fundamental con-
stitutional provision and principle of
one man, one vote.

I encourage all of my colleagues to
oppose this bad policy and political ef-
fort by the Democrat leadership and
majority to extend representation
without taxation to nontaxpayers and
to dilute the votes of the American
taxpayers in the United States House
of Representatives.

O 1345

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. I would
merely urge the gentleman to recog-
nize that Puerto Rico has 4 million
citizens, and I don’t know what planet
he is living on, but everybody in the
District of Columbia pays taxes. And I
don’t understand this continuing argu-
ment. I am curious to know what
would happen if Dallas, Texas, didn’t
have the right to vote in the House.

I would also remind the gentleman
that the United States District Court
of Appeals for the District of Columbia
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has already ruled that this matter is
not unconstitutional.

Madam Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to
the distinguished gentlewoman from
New York (Ms. VELAZQUEZ), my good
friend and classmate who is the Chair
of the Small Business Committee.

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Madam Speaker, 1
come before this House of Representa-
tives, and I would like to speak not
only on behalf of the 4 million Amer-
ican citizens who live in Puerto Rico,
but also on behalf of the seven Amer-
ican Puerto Ricans who lost their lives
in Iraq fighting to protect our Nation.

Today I rise to remove the muzzle
from the mouths in support of the close
to 5 million U.S. citizens’ voices that
are represented by the Delegates of the
U.S. Virgin Islands, Guam, American
Samoa and the Resident Commissioner
of the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. I
say voices because that is all their rep-
resentatives in Congress are allowed to
utter at the well of this House of Rep-
resentatives. It is time to allow them
to also act on behalf of their constitu-
ents in this Chamber by allowing them
to vote in the Committee of the Whole
House.

Right now these Members are al-
lowed to fully participate, not only de-
bate, but also vote at the committees
on which they serve with distinction.
The change proposed is very measured.
It simply allows our respected friends
and colleagues to vote in an additional
committee, the Committee of the
Whole House.

Why are my colleagues from the
other side of the aisle so unwilling to
allow them in this committee? They do
not seem to mind them in the other
committees. Madam Speaker, my Re-
publican colleagues have even placed
the Republican Resident Commissioner
of Puerto Rico in several committees,
including Foreign Affairs.

My colleagues on the other side of
the aisle claim that this rule may have
constitutional problems. The reality is
that the courts don’t agree with this. I
will tell my colleagues on the other
side of the aisle, you cannot pick and
choose which court decisions you agree
with or you like. That is not how de-
mocracy works.

But as you all know, the Committee
of the Whole House does not vote on
final passage of legislation. It carries
out similar work as the standing com-
mittees.

The only thing this new rule does
allow is for our Delegates and Resident
Commissioner colleagues to vote in a
committee. The difference for their
constituents is that this committee is
not located in a small room, but meets
here in this Chamber for all to watch.

Today’s debate is about whether this
House believes it is right to give these
Members the opportunity to express
their positions and values through the
act of voting out in the open. Openness
is a strong democratic value that all of
us should support.

I want to emphasize this. These men
and women are Members of this House.
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Let us help them express the voices of
their U.S. citizen constituents by al-
lowing them to vote in this committee
as well.

Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, at
this time I am happy to yield 2 minutes
to the distinguished ranking member
of the Committee on Resources, the
gentleman from Fort Yukon, Alaska
(Mr. YOUNG).

(Mr. YOUNG of Alaska asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Madam
Speaker, I rise to thank my distin-
guished colleague from Maryland, the
majority leader, for introducing this
resolution, but I am forced to oppose
it.

The voting rights we are considering
today are so limited in scope that they
are merely symbolic, which has been
said. Under the gentleman’s resolution,
the Delegates and Resident Commis-
sioner will never be able to cast a vote
to determine the final outcome of a
vote, because if it were to be decisive,
there would be an automatic revote on
which they could not participate. As
odd as it may seem, when it doesn’t
count, it counts. And when it counts, it
doesn’t count, as my good friend from
California said.

Madam Speaker, this proposal falls
far short from what we should be doing
to address the way our Nation cur-
rently deals with its insular areas, and
that is why I am unable to support this
legislation. As chairman of the Re-
sources Committee in the mid- to late
1990s, we led an effort, we, this side, not
that side, led an effort that would have
specifically addressed the question of
political status of the 4 million Amer-
ican citizens that reside in Puerto
Rico. That bill did pass this House by
one vote, but the Senate failed to act
on it.

In the last Congress, my good friend
and colleague from Puerto Rico, the
ranking member of the Insular Affairs
Subcommittee, Resident Commissioner
Luis Fortuno, revived this effort after 5
years of inaction. He introduced a bi-
partisan legislation that was followed
with the recommendations set forth by
the White House Task Force on Puerto
Rico’s Status Report to Congress.

Puerto Rico has been a U.S. territory
with an unresolved political status
since our Nation acquired the island in
1898. Puerto Ricans have been citizens
and have honorably served in our Na-
tion’s Armed Forces since 1917. Close to
60 of them have already paid the ulti-
mate sacrifice in our Nation’s war
against terror in Iraq and Afghanistan.

These 4 million U.S. citizens deserve
more than just symbolism. They de-
serve a permanent resolution to the
question of their political status.

Madam Speaker, I say respectfully, it
is time we act honorably and give them
the right to vote as a State.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Madam
Speaker, I am very pleased to yield 2
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minutes to the distinguished chair-
woman of the Congressional Black Cau-
cus and my good friend from Michigan
(Ms. KILPATRICK).

Ms. KILPATRICK. Madam Speaker, 1
rise in support of the resolution. The
Delegates vote in committees. They
are assigned the task. They spend the
hours, and they deserve the vote in the
full House. There is no reason, except
for an act in 1995 that caused them to
lose that right to vote in committees,
Committee of the Whole, and here this
resolution talks about voting in the
Committee of the Whole.

We need their vote. They are citizens
of our country. They work, they pay
taxes, they fight our wars. There is no
reason that they would not be allowed,
not just the Committee of the Whole,
as was mentioned just earlier, they
also need that final vote on legislation.
When you fight wars, and we are in
some now, and some of their people are
fighting, they ought to be represented
and have a voice in this Congress.

At the same time, and I don’t want
anybody to mistake, the District of Co-
lumbia, who has over 700,000 residents,
more than some of our States who have
two Senators and a Congressperson,
not being allowed the right to vote?
Something is very wrong with that in
this country where we live. And I be-
lieve that this is the first step to re-
gain what they lost earlier, but it is
certainly not, I hope, the final step.

It is important as we go forward and
as we acknowledge Congresswoman, as
I call her, Delegate ELEANOR HOLMES
NORTON, my good friend, Congress-
woman DONNA CHRISTENSEN and the
Representatives from Puerto Rico and
Guam and Samoa Islands, that they
fight our wars, they pay taxes in D.C.,
and they serve in our Congress. So I
rise to support it, and Members of the
Congressional Black Caucus take a
unanimous position that we support
this legislation. We ask for its imme-
diate passage, and we come back and
give D.C. statehood that they have
earned and should have.

Citizens from Guam, American Samoa, the
U.S. Virgin Islands, Puerto Rico and Wash-
ington, D.C. have paid taxes and have pro-
tected the Constitution of this country in our
military. Some of our colleagues who have
been fortunate enough to serve Americans in
this august body have protected it as Mem-
bers of Congress. It is now time for us to pro-
tect the rights of those citizens to at least be
able to vote in the Committee of the Whole. It
is a first step toward equity, equality and egali-
tarianism for so many people who have given
so much but have received so little with regard
to having a voting representative in the United
States Congress.

Right here, in Washington, D.C., citizens
were not allowed to even vote for President
until the adoption of the 23rd Amendment to
the Constitution in 1961, but which actually oc-
curred in 1964. Right here, in Washington,
D.C., citizens were not even allowed to vote
for their own Mayor or local form of govern-
ment until 1974. Right here, in Washington,
D.C., as | face the setting sun, thousands of
white tombstones, honoring some of the souls

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

of individuals from Guam, American Samoa,
the U.S. Virgin Islands, Puerto Rico and
Washington, D.C. face us as immortals. These
citizens, about six miles away from where |
stand at Arlington National Cemetery, have
paid the highest price for freedom any indi-
vidual will ever pay. These citizens—hard-
working, women and men, some of whom
have served and are still serving our country
in Afghanistan and Irag—two centuries and
thirty-one years since the Declaration of Inde-
pendence, do not have the right to full rep-
resentation in Congress. | applaud my col-
leagues for beginning the process that, | hope,
will ultimately allow the citizens from Guam,
American Samoa, the U.S. Virgin Islands,
Puerto Rico and Washington, D.C. full voting
representation in Congress. This is but a small
step, but it is a step in the right direction. It is
right, it is just, and it is time.

Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, at
this time I am very happy to yield 2%
minutes to my very hardworking friend
from Grantville, Georgia (Mr. WEST-
MORELAND).

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Madam
Speaker, legislation to allow Delegate
voting should have appeared on the 100-
hour agenda because it would fit snug-
ly under the agenda’s general theme of
symbolism over substance.

In fact, to bolster their case, the
bill’s advocates insist that Delegates’
votes will be meaningless. But it is not
meaningless. We have a written Con-
stitution that clearly outlines who re-
ceives a vote in Congress. The principle
is as clear as it is simple. The Members
will be chosen every second year by the
people of the several States. The Con-
stitution doesn’t provide exemptions to
those rules in cases where it feels good,
it is seemingly irrelevant or is politi-
cally expedient.

Residents of U.S. territories reap the
benefits of the world’s biggest econ-
omy; they are protected by the great-
est military in the world, and they
have coveted access to the 50 States.
Yet territories, by definition, are not
States. This status comes with pros
and cons. On the one hand, they main-
tain a greater deal of autonomy, inde-
pendent identity and self-determina-
tion. On the other hand, territories
don’t get the same representation in
Congress as States do. This is a prime
example having your cake and eating
it, too.

There are many reasons to oppose
this legislation. For one, it makes no
sense in the people’s House where rep-
resentation is determined by popu-
lation for Puerto Rico’s 4 million to
get the same vote as American Samoa
of 57,000. It makes no sense to give Del-
egates a vote that doesn’t count if it
counts. And it makes no sense to pre-
tend that this effort is anything but
political opportunism.

But those aren’t the most important
reasons for opposing this bill. The most
important reason is that it plays fast
and loose with the constitutional limi-
tations on who can vote on the floor of
this House. We are not members of a
backyard club making up rules on who
gets to vote as we go along.
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When we took this job, we swore to
uphold the Constitution, and that is
what I am doing by opposing this legis-
lation today. If supporters of this bill
think it is important to give Delegates
a vote on the House floor, I urge them
to draft a constitutional amendment,
not a constitutional runaround.

I ask and I say to the majority’s ar-
gument with us, it is not with us, it is
with the Founding Fathers and the
writers of the Constitution.

I ask my colleagues, and especially
those from the great sovereign State of
Georgia, to oppose this legislation.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Madam
Speaker, I am very pleased to yield to
a continuing champion of this subject
for 3% minutes, the distinguished gen-
tlewoman from the District of Colum-
bia, most deserving of statehood, Ms.
NORTON.

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding and
for his gracious introduction and work
on this debate.

The other side really doth protest too
much. Most Delegate votes, of course,
don’t carry the day, so a revote is not
necessary.

If the vote doesn’t count, if the vote
is only symbolic, then it certainly has
not been worth 2 hours of votes to ad-
journ, as if the world was coming to an
end. It certainly has not been worth
the insults to the Delegates. It cer-
tainly has not been worth the disgrace
to the House of Representatives to
have Members of this venerable House
come down and take to the floor to
argue against the right to vote that
has been upheld by the Federal courts
of the United States. It certainly isn’t
worth besmirching your name in that
way, and besmirching ours because
that debate has occurred here.

The matter before us is no longer
subject to debate in a political body in
our political system because that mat-
ter has gone the full way in our sys-
tem. And the courts in our system, my
friends, have the last word in our sys-
tem on matters of constitutional right.
You have got to understand that.

0 1400

Using regular order, Mr. Speaker,
right after my freshman year I wrote a
memo arguing for the Committee of
the whole vote. The Democrats didn’t
handle this matter lightly. Nobody in
200 years had argued that Delegates
should have a vote on the House floor;
they sent the memo to outside counsel,
then they subjected it to debate in the
Rules. The first day of the 103rd Con-
gress the Republicans argued strongly
against the matter. And then they did
something very unusual, they took the
House to court and lost in the district
court and the court of appeals. This is
a system of laws in which we work.

They had two more times to debate
in the courts, in the trial court and in
the court of appeals. They finally had
their way politically. They had their
way, notwithstanding what the Federal
courts had found, and they yanked the
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authority, court-approved authority of
Delegates to vote out of the rules the
moment they came to power, showing
no respect for the Delegates, and an in-
sult to the Democrats who had tried to
maximize participation in the people’s
House.

I was thrilled and grateful to get that
vote then, I welcome the vote now, but
it is very hard to be grateful to the
House or anybody else for a vote you
are entitled to. A vote that offers so
little for Americans who have given so
much should be hard even for the other
side to resist.

The test for the 110th Congress is not
the Delegate vote, however. The test is
the District of Columbia House voting
rights bill, where we left off at the Ju-
diciary Committee.

I want to thank Representative Tom
DAVIS and the cosponsors of that bill. I
want to thank the Democrats. I can’t
go anywhere in my own caucus that
they don’t say, when are we going to
get to vote on your full House bill?

The Democrats have devoted decades
of energy to full voting rights. I ask
that the House bring forward H.R. 328
so that the House can vote on a full
House vote for the District of Colum-
bia.

Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, I am
going to ask unanimous consent to
yield the management of the time to
my colleague from Pasco, Washington
(Mr. HASTINGS).

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

There was no objection.

Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, as I do
that, I would like to yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Cherryville, North

Carolina (Mr. MCHENRY), a hard-
working Member.

Mr. McHENRY. I thank my col-
league.

Madam Speaker, today the House
Democrats continue their abuse of
power. They are pushing forward a
measure to allow the territory Dele-
gates, nonvoting Members of Congress
traditionally, actually, not Members of
Congress on a technical basis because
they don’t represent States, their con-
stituents don’t pay Federal income
taxes, they are going to allow these in-
dividuals to cast votes and even preside
when the Chamber meets. So let’s have
a quick Q&A on this; let’s talk ques-
tions and answers here.

Why would the Democrats do this?
Because 80 percent of the territory Del-
egates are, hold for an answer here,
they are Democrats. They want to
cushion their numbers. Why is this an
abuse of power? Well, there is this lit-
tle thing we Americans call the Con-
stitution. It says, “The House shall be
comprised of Members chosen by the
people of the several States,” not terri-
tories, not mayors of cities allowed to
vote on this House floor, not any indi-
vidual, but ‘‘comprised of Members
chosen by the people of the several
States,”” not non-State territories. But
plainly the Democrats are cushioning
their numbers and abusing their power.
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The Democrats’ power grab is a con-
tinuation of the abusive policies and
actions they have taken since day one
in this institution. Since day one they
have shut down all debate. Since day
one they have shut down the com-
mittee process. They held open a vote
to change the outcome because they
were losing on the vote. They ran
through the Speaker’s special interest
project affectionately known as
TunaGate, and all without fulfilling
their pledge of working a 5-day week.
In fact, in 3 weeks we only worked 40
hours in this House. That is a new
Democrat majority, that is a continu-
ation of the abuse of power.

What we have to do today is vote
down this legislation that is, first, un-
constitutional, and second, an abuse of
power by the Democrat majority.

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘“‘no’’ on
this measure.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Madam
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the dis-
tinguished woman from the Virgin Is-
lands, my good friend, Dr.
CHRISTENSEN.

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Thank you for
yielding, Mr. HASTINGS.

Madam Speaker, I rise as a represent-
ative of the people of the U.S. Virgin
Islands, proud Americans who willingly
and gladly serve this country in every
way, including the ultimate sacrifice,
as I have said on two occasions on this
floor this morning, and who only seek
the fullest representation possible
under the Constitution of the United
States, and that is purely and simply
what H.R. 78 does. I thank the Demo-
cratic leadership, Mr. HASTINGS, and
my colleagues for their support.

Just as it did in 1992, the rule grant-
ing Delegates the right to vote in the
Committee of the Whole includes a
mechanism which provided for an auto-
matic revote in the full House of any of
the amendments which passed or failed
by a margin that included the votes of
the Delegates. That rule and procedure
was tested in Federal court and was
upheld as constitutional.

While this is less than perfect, as is
often said, we must not let the perfect
be the enemy of the good, or, I add, the
enemy of what is the right thing to do.

Listening to the strong objections
from the other side on the basis of un-
constitutionality, taxation, and others
which are not relevant to the discus-
sion, I have to wonder if these same ob-
jections would be raised by my Repub-
lican colleagues, an issue that is clear-
ly one of participation and inclusion, if
there were four Republican Delegates
and one Democratic Delegate.

The one Resident Commissioner and
four Delegates in the House of Rep-
resentatives are the sole congressional
representatives of over 4.5 million
Americans. It is apparently lost to my
friends on the other side of the aisle
that these Americans have no represen-
tation whatsoever in the U.S. Senate in
addition to their Delegates being un-
able to vote in the House of Represent-
atives on legislation that has great and
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enduring impact on the lives of those
we represent.

During the historic debate in 2002 on
the resolution authorizing the use of
military force against Iraq, for exam-
ple, although I spoke on the record, I
was not able to vote ‘‘yea’ or ‘‘nay’’ on
behalf of my constituents, many of
whom I knew would soon be called
upon to serve and die for their country.

Madam Speaker, my fellow Delegates
and Resident Commissioner have
worked closely with all of you at the
committee level, some of us have
chaired subcommittees or will be doing
so in the near future. It is therefore fit-
ting and proper that we be given the
right to vote in the Committee of the
Whole once again. It worked well in the
103rd Congress; it does not violate the
Constitution.

We should be given this greater de-
gree of participation in the
forumlation of the laws that affect the
lives of the people who send us here to
represent them. And then once we have
passed this, we must go on from here to
give the residents of the District of Co-
lumbia full voting rights in this body
as they deserve.

I ask my colleagues to respect your
fellow Americans in the District and
the territories. Do justice to your col-
leagues; let’s get a unanimous vote for
democracy. Vote ‘‘yes’ on H. Res. 78.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington.
Madam Speaker, I am pleased to yield
2% minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. GARRETT).

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey.
Madam Speaker, I rise, too, in strong
opposition to this resolution which vio-
lates the Constitution and the funda-
mental intent of the Framers of the
Constitution as well, and it does so in
four ways.

First, it would allow Delegates to
vote, even though our Founding Fa-
thers intended that this legislative
body represent the people of the
States. The Constitution, Article I,
section 2, clause 1, states, “The House
of Representatives shall be composed
of Members chosen by the people of the
several States.” By definition, Dele-
gates do not represent States.

Secondly, this resolution violates the
principle of one person, one vote.

The average congressional district
represents approximately 650,000 peo-
ple, but three of these areas have popu-
lations of less than 160,000 people, and
American Samoa has residents of less
than 57,000 people.

The Supreme Court has already spo-
ken on this. In 1964, the decision of
Wesberry v. Sanders, the Supreme
Court said, “To say a vote is worth
more in one district than in another
would run not only counter to our fun-
damental ideas of a democrat govern-
ment, but it would also cast aside the
principles of the House of Representa-
tives elected by the people. That was a
principle tenaciously fought for and es-
tablished at the Constitutional Con-
vention.”

Thirdly, the qualifications for these
Delegates are not the same as all the
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other Members of the House. Neither
Puerto Rico, American Samoa nor the
District of Columbia requires that
their Delegates be a citizen of the
United States for 7 years, as all other
Members have to be.

Fourthly, the Constitution requires
that all Members be elected and ‘‘cho-
sen every second year.” Puerto Rico
Delegates, however, hold 4-year terms.

Finally, Madam Speaker, it was a
former Democrat Speaker of the House
who said, ‘It is very clear that a con-
stitutional amendment would be re-
quired to give Delegates a vote in the
Committee of the Whole or in the
House.” H. Res. 78 does not do this.

H. Res. 78 obviously is not a constitu-
tional amendment; it is, instead, an at-
tempt to resurrect a shameful move
done back in the 103rd Congress, back
in 1993.

I do not support, nor should the
Members of this side of the aisle nor
any Members of this Congress, an as-
sault on the Constitution of the United
States nor an assault on the people of
this country as well.

Vote “‘no’ on this resolution.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Madam
Speaker, before yielding, I would just
like for my distinguished colleague to
reference two cases, Michaels v. Ander-
son, and the action of the United
States District Court.

And since you are so worried about
the constitutionality, I would just urge
that you read those two cases; it may
add clarity.

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. Would
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. I wish I
had the time.

Madam Speaker, as a matter of fact,
with your permission, how much time
do we have?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. For the
majority, 8% minutes before yielding,
and 14%2 minutes for the minority.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Perhaps
you can get some time from your side.

With that in mind, I had the good
fortune, Madam Speaker, of traveling
on two different occasions to American
Samoa. I never met people that were
more inclined to be patriots than the
people of American Samoa. I had the
good fortune of traveling there on each
of those occasions with the gentleman
now that I yield 4%2 minutes to, my
very good friend from American Samoa
(Mr. Faleomavega).

(Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Madam
Speaker, I have had a sleepless night in
pondering and wondering how this
day’s debate is going to turn out, and it
is most unfortunate that this issue has
become divisive among our colleagues
this day.

Much has been said about America’s
insular territories and the District of
Columbia. In fact, this is probably the
first time in years that we have ever
given this much attention to the privi-
leges and rights of the five congres-
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sional Delegates, the privileges and
rights of those of us who represent
some 5 million fellow Americans that
are part and parcel of this great Na-
tion.

Some have said that the insular
areas don’t pay Federal income taxes,
and therefore why are we allowing our
congressional Delegates to vote in the
Committee of the Whole. In the first
place, it is constitutional; we have
been through that test already 13 years
ago.

The question of taxation without rep-
resentation also comes to mind. And I
submit to my friends on the other side
of the aisle, it seems that at some pe-
riod, at least in my humble opinion, at
some period of time, if the Congress
ever works its will to have the insular
areas to pay Federal income taxes,
that should we not also be allowed the
right to vote?

How ironic that here under the shad-
ow of our Nation’s Capitol some 600,000
U.S. citizens pay Federal income taxes.
And my distinguished colleague rep-
resenting the District of Columbia for
how many years has pled this case, no
representation without taxation, but
she pays taxes. So how ironic is it that
we are talking about representation
and taxation, and yet right under the
shadows of our Nation’s Capitol 600,000
U.S. citizens are denied their due rep-
resentation by my distinguished friend
and colleague from the District of Co-
lumbia in the process. Where is the eq-
uity and fairness in the process,
Madam Speaker?

Much has been said about the popu-
lation as a factor in this debate. And it
seems that my friends on the other side
have, almost to the point of making a
mockery of the fact that I happen to
have 70,000 residents of my district
that I represent, I make no apologies
for the fact that I represent some 70,000
residents of the United States territory
of American Samoa. I make no apolo-
gies for the fact that nine of my sol-
diers have died fighting for our coun-
try’s interest in that terrible conflict
in Iraq, and about 40 or more wounded.
I daresay, I wonder if any of my col-
leagues have a constituency of 70,000
whose soldiers, eight of them I have
had to personally escort their remains
to my district, which is about only a
16-hour flight from here.
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I make no apologies for the fact that
I am here because this body passed a
law some 26 years ago to allow my lit-
tle territory representation. So if my
colleagues on the other side want to in-
troduce a bill to get rid of Delegate
representation in this body, then do so.
But don’t come here and make these,
almost an embarrassment, to suggest
that my little constituency is less im-
portant to the fact that there are 36
million Californians living in Cali-
fornia. Is it any different than the
500,000 living in Wyoming, another half
million living in Vermont, or other
States of our great Nation? So let’s not
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use population as a factor to suggest
that because I only have 70,000 resi-
dents and some 130,000 living through-
out the United States, that because of
that reason we should not be here.

I submit, Madam Speaker, I am sad-
dened that this has gotten to the point
where we are caught in the crossfire,
and here the congressional Delegates
are caught in between the political
movements that are going on.

I respectfully request and ask my
colleagues on both sides of the aisle to
pass this proposed resolution.

Madam Speaker. | rise today in support of
H. Res. 78, amending the Rules of the House
of Representatives to permit Delegates and
the Resident Commissioner to the Congress
to cast votes in the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union. | thank my
good friend and colleague the gentleman from
Maryland—the distinguished Majority Leader
for his initiative and leadership by introducing
this resolution now before us for consideration.

This is not the first time this proposed rule
has been debated and adopted. In 1993, the
103rd Congress amended the House Rules in
the exact manner we are discussing today.
From 1993 to 1995, the House of Representa-
tives voted to allow the Congressional dele-
gates of the different territories to vote in the
Committee of the Whole, with the caveat that
if the outcome of the vote was within the mar-
gin of the number of Delegates voting, the
Committee would rise and the House would
revote the question without the participation of
the Delegates. In 1995, the new Republican
majority eliminated these provisions from the
House Rules and our Congressional delegates
no longer voted in the Committee of the
Whole.

In the lawsuit filed by our Republican col-
leagues challenging these Rules in 1993, the
federal district court determined that the Rules
changes were constitutional. As the district
court held, the determining factor that ren-
dered these proposed rules constitutional was
the revote provision that was included. In the
view of the court, this provision essentially
made the vote meaningless as an exercise of
legislative power—a power that is reserved by
the Constitution to the Representatives of the
States. This judgment was later affirmed by
the U.S. Court of Appeals for the DC Circuit.

Given that this amendment to the House
Rules was adjudged to be constitutional only
because it provided what was characterized
as a meaningless vote, why are we discussing
this legislation? | submit that we are here be-
cause although the privilege extended by this
change in the Rules is meaningless as an ex-
ercise of legislative power, it is vitally impor-
tant because it provides a forum for our rep-
resentatives from Puerto Rico, DC, American
Samoa, Guam, and the U.S. Virgin Islands to
participate in the democratic process.

As the Majority Leader explained on the
floor of the House last Friday when asked the
purpose of this legislation, and he said and |
quote, “the purpose is to honor democracy.”
Each of us has been elected by our home dis-
tricts to represent their interests in the U.S.
House of Representatives. Because we do not
represent states we do not vote on legislation,
but we do advocate on behalf of our constitu-
encies nonetheless. The Rules changes con-
templated here today represent a symbolic ex-
tension of our ability as Congressional dele-
gates to advocate, to educate, and to inform
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our colleagues in the House of Representa-
tives as they vote on legislation that impacts
the lives of some 5 million of our fellow Ameri-
cans who live in the District of Columbia, the
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, Guam, the
U.S. Virgin Islands, American Samoa, and the
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Is-
lands.

If our goal here in Congress is to produce
the best possible legislation, would it not ben-
efit us to consider and debate in the Com-
mittee of the Whole the potential impact of
legislation on all Americans, including those 5
million Americans residing in the territories?
For example, given the strategic importance of
Guam in the Pacific and the billions of dollars
the United States spends on our military pres-
ence in Guam, wouldn’t legislation pertaining
to Guam benefit from the perspective of
Guam’s representative? Also, given that the
Resident Commissioner represents nearly 4
million Americans, shouldn’t his perspective on
initiatives that impact the people of Puerto
Rico at least be considered as Congress de-
liberates on such issues?

Another obvious benefit of this legislation
would be that the votes taken in the Com-
mittee of the Whole would establish a voting
record for our constituents to inform them of
our positions on issues that affect the lives of
all of our people. While we make every effort
to ensure that those we represent here in
Congress are familiar with our position on cur-
rent issues, a recorded vote would provide
evidence of our commitment to their issues of
concern.

Recently, concerns have been expressed
that, in my opinion, only distract from the fun-
damental issue of honoring democracy by
agreeing to these Rules changes. First, this is
not an issue of party affiliation. We are here
from both parties. Second, this is not an issue
of patriotism. We are all Americans—just as in
your districts, our soldiers from the territories
sacrifice their lives and limbs to protect our
freedoms. Third, this is not an issue of popu-
lation size. Our populations range from 70,000
to over 3.4 million. We are each here to rep-
resent the interest of our respective areas—
territories, district, and commonwealth.

The Rules changes being considered to
allow Delegates and the Resident Commis-
sioner are important not because they would
provide the territorial representatives a sym-
bolic vote, but because they would enhance
our opportunities to participate in the demo-
cratic process.

These changes have been judicially affirmed
as clearly constitutional. The passage of these
rules gives Congress the potential to enhance
legislation produced in the House. H. Res. 78
would allow us as Delegates and Resident
Commissioner to better represent our constitu-
ents by providing a voting record through
which they could evaluate our positions on na-
tional legislation.

| strongly support this legislation and | urge
my colleagues to support H. Res. 78, and
allow the Delegates and the Resident Com-
missioner a vote in the Committee of the
Whole on the State of the Union.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington.
Madam Speaker, I am pleased to yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. ToM DAVIS).

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Madam
Speaker, I rise today in opposition to
House Resolution 78. This is an uncom-
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fortable decision for me since for many
years I have tried to convince the Re-
publican-controlled Rules Committee
to grant my friend, the Representative
from the District of Columbia, a vote
in the Committee of the Whole.

In the beginning I did so because the
right to vote in the Committee of the
Whole, which has little meaning in
practice, carried important symbolic
meaning to people who had no rep-
resentation at all.

Over the past 4 years, I have em-
barked on a journey to give D.C. a real
vote in the House of Representatives.
Working with Congresswoman NORTON
and numerous legal scholars and many
colleagues on my side from across the
ideological spectrum, we have crafted a
bill that was politically neutral, gave
real rights to the District of Columbia,
and solved Utah’s special problem cre-
ated in the last census to boot.

The Speaker of the House has been a
cosponsor of my legislation. The ma-
jority whip says he expects the bill to
be brought up quickly this session. It is
clear that if our bill, the D.C. FAIR
Act, were brought to the floor today, it
would pass with solid support from
both parties.

Today’s resolution muddies the wa-
ters. It fails to recognize the funda-
mental difference between the District
of Columbia and the territories. It ig-
nores the carefully constructed bipar-
tisan compromise we reached in the
D.C. FAIR Act. It amounts, as The
Washington Post opined today, to little
more than ‘‘dithering.”’

I hope this vote, which grants illu-
sory voting rights to Delegates, is de-
signed to expose the strong support
that exists for full D.C. voting rights.
But pardon me if I appear cynical.

To the cynic in me, this resolution
smacks of obfuscation. What the ma-
jority is doing today threatens to delay
action on the real injustice that has
plagued the District for more than two
centuries. I am looking for assurances
that this is not the case.

Admittedly, we could have avoided
this awkward grouping of govern-
mental apples and oranges if the Re-
publican leadership had brought the
bill to the floor at the end of last year.
The bill was ready. It is ready now,
too. It is time for the new majority to
not just talk the talk.

What is proposed today in H. Res. 78
is not a politically neutral solution. It
adds four Democrat votes and one Re-
publican. Traditionally, when we have
added votes in the House, we have done
so in a politically neutral manner.
Worse, this resolution mixes the inter-
ests of the District of Columbia, the
Federal district, the capital of the free
world, whose residents pay Federal in-
come taxes, with those of the terri-
tories.

This mushy thinking is what has led
to nearly 200 years of no representation
for District residents. H. Res. 78 dis-
tracts attention and saps energy from
the movement we have created behind
D.C. voting rights. It is confusing and
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allows Members to check a box that in
reality is not being checked.

Still it is tempting to support this, if
only to get more Members of Congress
acclimated to voting to expand rep-
resentation for District residents. But
this is a sham, and I am not going to be
part of it. I can’t condone
grandstanding and symbolism when
real reform is so easily within our
grasp.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Madam
Speaker, I heard someone say the vote
counts, and it doesn’t count. But every
time I see the scroll indicating that an-
other American soldier has died, that
is a count that adds up, and that count
is firm. The people of, the residents of
Puerto Rico and the Delegates lose the
lives of their soldiers in that count
along with those of us from the respec-
tive States.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington.
Madam Speaker, I am pleased to yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Puer-
to Rico (Mr. FORTUNO).

(Mr. FORTUNO asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) ~

Mr. FORTUNO. Madam Speaker, I
am the only Republican afforded a vote
under H. Res. 78, and I want to thank
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
HOYER) for introducing this bill. Hav-
ing said that, I also want to thank the
gentleman from Alaska, Resources
Committee Ranking Member DON
YouNG, for bringing this issue to the
appropriate perspective.

What the House really needs to do for
the almost 4 million citizens that I rep-
resent before the Senate, the executive
branch, as well as the House, is to au-
thorize a process of self-determination
for Puerto Rico.

Puerto Rico has been a U.S. territory
since 1898, and we still to this day re-
main disenfranchised. Puerto Rican
Americans have been citizens since
1917, and we have served with distinc-
tion and valor in our Armed Forces and
have defended our Nation in every bat-
tlefield around the world. I will say
that 18,000 served in World War I. Over
65,000 served in World War II, and I
must say, the oldest surviving veteran
of that war was my constituent, Mr.
Emiliano Mercado, who died today of
natural causes at the tender age of 115
years.

More than 48,000 Puerto Rican Amer-
icans served in Vietnam; 430 of them
were killed and 3,000 were wounded.
Close to 2,600 Puerto Rican National
Guard volunteers and U.S. Army Re-
serve soldiers mobilized for Desert
Storm.

So far, I have lost 56 constituents in
the global war on terror. I regularly
visit our soldiers at Walter Reed Army
Medical Center. Every time I visit with
our soldiers, our true American heroes,
I cannot help myself but think that
none of them have been able to elect
their Commander in Chief, only be-
cause they reside in a territory. If they
were to reside in one of the States, and
they could because we are U.S. citi-
zens, they would have been able to vote
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for the Commander in Chief. This is
morally wrong in the 21st century.

We are about to commemorate the
90th anniversary of Congress granting
U.S. citizenship to the people of Puerto
Rico, yet we still cannot vote for our
President, nor vote in this Chamber,
nor vote on legislation that affects us.

Congress has an unfinished agenda
with Puerto Rico. The 4 million citi-
zens that live in Puerto Rico should fi-
nally be given the opportunity to make
an educated, fair and democratic
choice regarding their final status pref-
erence.

After 108 years of territorial status
and 90 years of being U.S. citizens, we
are tired of waiting. The people of
Puerto Rico deserve better, and we
have earned our right to be heard.

I urge my colleagues to vote in favor
of this resolution, but I bring it back
to the bottom line, and the bottom line
is that we have unfinished business
with Puerto Rico as well as the U.S.
territories.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington.
Madam Speaker, I yield such time as
he may consume to the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER), the distin-
guished minority leader.

Mr. BOEHNER. Madam Speaker, let
me thank my colleague from Wash-
ington for yielding.

I remind my colleagues that when
the session started, as every session
has started, we raise our right hands
and we swear to uphold and defend the
Constitution of the TUnited States.
That is our solemn obligation.

The Constitution outlines who has
the right to vote here in the House. It
clearly spells out that the Members
from the States have the right to vote.
Over the years as Delegates came to
this House, they were granted the
privilege of voting in the committee.
That is not something spelled out in
the Constitution.

I could describe what is going on here
today is an outrageous grab of power
by the new majority; a breach of the
trust of the Members here. That is if it
weren’t such a silly idea.

To say to the Delegates that you can
vote as long as it doesn’t count, but if
your vote counts, we are going to
revote it, I think that diminishes the
stature of the House, diminishes the
stature of the Delegates, quite frankly,
to say that they have a vote, but only
if it doesn’t count, because if it counts,
there is an automatic revote under this
rule that is outlined today.

I think it does demean the House. I
think it undermines our responsibility
to the American people. And I think
that this should not be on the floor
today.

The process by which this bill came
to the floor, no committee hearings, a
short Rules Committee hearing. We
heard earlier today about the problems
with the rule and how it was crafted.
And here we are having this debate
once again.

I was here in 1993 when this issue was
brought to the House the first time.
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The debate was probably more ran-
corous then than it is today.

But it saddens me that there was no
discussion about this with the minor-
ity. There was no advance notice of it
until last Friday when the majority
leader outlined the schedule for this
week. So here we are, no opportunity
to have a real conversation between
the majority and the minority party
about doing this.

Over the course of the last 3 weeks,
and actually before that, going into
December, I have done everything I can
to reach out to the Speaker and the
majority leader to try to work here in
this House in a bipartisan way on the
issues the American people care about.
And it seems, though, over the last 3
weeks that more we reach out and offer
our hand of bipartisanship, it is slapped
away.

It happened last night up in the
Rules Committee on the rule that
brought this to the floor, and I am sad-
dened by it. We have an opportunity to
work together. We have an opportunity
to do what the American people expect
of us. But if we are going to do it to-
gether, we need to live up to our prom-
ises, and we need to live up to our com-
mitments.

I don’t think that what we are doing
on the floor today helps that process at
all. And so while it would be easy for
me to describe this as a power grab, I
could if I thought this meant some-
thing, but it means nothing. This is
symbolism at its best. And in the proc-
ess of creating symbolism for a few, I
think we diminish our roles as serious
legislators here on behalf of the Amer-
ican people.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington.
Madam Speaker, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Madam
Speaker, I yield myself 30 seconds
merely to respond to the distinguished
minority leader that we offered in the
Rules Committee a motion that they
denied, and that was to have an oppor-
tunity to have a substitute. An amend-
ment was made in order if the gen-
tleman had chosen to make that
amendment, and he chose not to.

But I say to those who argue that
there is symbolism involved here that
indeed there is. But death is more than
symbolism. Death is real, and the per-
sons who die that come from the 5 mil-
lion persons that these Delegates and
the Resident Commissioner represent
are real people. They and their families
need this symbolism.

Madam Speaker, I am very pleased to
yield the balance of our time to the
distinguished gentlewoman from Guam
(Ms. BORDALLO), my good friend.
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Ms. BORDALLO. Madam Speaker, I
rise in full support of House Resolution
78, which would grant a measure of
symbolic participation for the Dele-
gates in the Committee of the Whole.

Our chairman referred to General
Blaz earlier. He was a distinguished
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Delegate representing Guam, and he
was a member of the Republican Party.
But the participation is neither Demo-
crat nor Republican here; it is Amer-
ican.

Let me say a few words about my dis-
trict, the island of Guam. Some would
point out that Guam’s population is
small, with only about 160,000 resi-
dents. I would point out that Guam has
lost seven soldiers in the Iraq war, far
more per capita than most commu-
nities other than maybe American
Samoa. If our Nation had the same per-
centage of deaths in the Iraq war as
Guam, the death toll would be more
than three times the current toll. In
other words, when it comes to joining
the military and dying for our country,
Americans from our island have more
than contributed our share.

Some would say that Guam does not
deserve this new level of participation.
I would respond that you have not met
the people of Guam who survived a bru-
tal enemy occupation during World
War II. You have not heard their sto-
ries of loyalty to our Nation. You have
not learned of their confinement in
concentration camps, of their being
beaten and beheaded. You have not
seen and felt their patriotism.

Our ability to participate in the
Committee of the Whole would make
these sacrifices all the more meaning-
ful for us as Americans. It means,
Madam Speaker, that my colleagues
will recognize us for who we are, mem-
bers, members of the American family.

Some would say that the test for our
participation is our level of taxation. I
say that you surely misunderstand the
promise of America and the meaning of
democracy. Democracy is founded on
voting and participation. Would you
teach this lesson to the Iraqis? Have we
become this cynical as Americans that
even symbolic participation is tested
by the taxes that we pay? Is the great-
est test the willingness to defend the
Nation or the 1040s? Is the greatest sac-
rifice that made by our troops and
their families or that made by our tax
accountants?

If you would deny your fellow Ameri-
cans, the people of Guam, this small
bit of symbolic participation, the
greater loss is our Nation’s loss of its
promise to the world of a democracy
that is inclusive and that values all of
its citizens. The loss is the ideal of
American democracy, however imper-
fect. The loss is the recognition of a
cynical Congress that wants to know
how much taxes you have paid, not how
much sacrifice that you have made for
this great land. The loss, ladies and
gentlemen, is not Guam or the terri-
tories or the District of Columbia. It is
the Nation’s.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Madam
Speaker, do we have any time remain-
ing at all?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Florida has 15 seconds re-
maining.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. In that 15
seconds, I would ask my friends, the
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Delegates, if they would just stand and
have America know something, that I
am getting ready to cast a vote for
them. They cannot cast a vote for
themselves. How long does it take for 5
million people to be represented in this
body?

I thank my colleagues.

Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Florida.
Madam Speaker, | rise today in opposition to
H. Res. 78.

This bill reverses the last 12 years of prece-
dent and returns our House Rules to a ques-
tionable practice of delegates voting in the
Committee of the Whole.

Our Constitution clearly states that Members
of Congress should be chosen by residents of
States.

As much as we appreciate the contribution
of our great territories and the District of Co-
lumbia, they are not States.

If the other side would like to change that,
they are welcome to propose a constitutional
amendment.

Instead, this bill makes an end run around
the Constitution by granting Delegates this
privilege.

Opponents are arguing that the courts ap-
proved this practice as long as the House re-
votes on an issue if the Delegates make a dif-
ference in the outcome.

We are taking time away that we could be
spending on more important issues by forcing
a superfluous voting exercise on every closely
divided issue.

This was a bad idea in 1992. A Chicago
Tribune article at the time said: “This change
would subvert the Constitution to give the terri-
torial delegates the power to vote, but guar-
antee that any time their votes really count,
they won’t be counted.”

And this is a bad idea today. Today’s Wash-
ington Times editorial said: “Despite Demo-
cratic protestations to the contrary. it's hard to
see this rule change as anything other than an
attempt to add four more votes to their major-
ity.”

Frankly, we are creating a rule today that
will waste our time and waste the American
people’s time.

Mr. HONDA. Madam Speaker, as chair of
the Congressional Asian Pacific American
Caucus, | strongly support H. Res. 78, a reso-
lution that would restore the privileges of the
House Delegates representing the District of
Columbia, the U.S. Virgin Islands, Guam, and
American Samoa, as well as the Resident
Commissioner of Puerto Rico, to cast a vote
in the Committee of the Whole.

For the past 12 years, Delegates and the
Resident Commissioner have been deprived
of the ability to sufficiently represent the
voices of their constituents. The time is long
overdue to restore this privilege.

Of great significance to the Asian Pacific Is-
lander community, the resolution would give
greater voice to the approximate 170,000 U.S.
citizens in Guam, and the approximate 60,000
U.S. nationals in American Samoa.

Permitting the Delegates and the Resident
Commissioner to vote in the Committee of the
Whole improves the legislative process and in-
creases the degree to which the House of
Representatives accurately reflects needs of
American citizens and nationals. In this re-
gard, every American benefits with a truer de-
mocracy.

On behalf of CAPAC, | urge my colleagues
to pass this measure.
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Mr. HOYER. Madam Speaker, | am proud to
be joined by House Democratic Whip Clyburn,
House Democratic Caucus Chair Emanuel,
Vice Chair Larson, and of course the distin-
guished chairwoman of the Rules Committee
in sponsoring House Resolution 78.

This measure will restore voting rights in the
Committee of the Whole for the four House
Delegates and Resident Commissioner of
Puerto Rico.

In fact, this measure is identical in sub-
stance to the rule that operated successfully—
and constitutionally—from 1993 to 1995.

The purpose of this resolution is simple:

To honor democracy in every corner of the
United States of America;

To provide that all people who are subject
to the laws and jurisdiction of the United
States have a voice in their national legisla-
ture; and

To give to the elected representatives of the
District of Columbia, the U.S. Virgin Islands,
Guam, and American Samoa and Puerto
Rico—constituent parts of this country—the
ability to register their views and take a stance
on issues that are considered in the most im-
portant and representative committee of the
house: the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union.

During the 103rd Congress, House Dele-
gates, as well as the Resident Commissioner,
were granted the privilege to cast a vote in the
Committee of the Whole, a body comprised of
all House Members whose function is to expe-
dite consideration of bills and amendments on
the House floor while ensuring that debate is
fair to both sides of the aisle.

This right is a logical extension of the Dele-
gates’ right to serve on and vote in the House
committees—a right, | must stress, that was
granted in the 1970s and to which no Member
of this body whom | know has ever objected.

The measure that we will vote on today is
identical to the rule that existed in the 103rd
Congress, which the U.S. Court of Appeals for
the District of Columbia held in 1994 was con-
stitutional.

To ensure that the provision complies with
article | of the United States Constitution, in
the event that a matter before the Committee
of the Whole is decided by the margin of the
Delegates’ votes, the measure provides for an
automatic re-vote in the full House, where Del-
egates and the Resident Commissioner may
not participate.

Now, | want to address some of the misin-
formation that has been directed at this meas-
ure by opponents whose desire to defeat this
resolution is more intense than their fealty to
the facts.

| have heard opponents contend that this
measure confers “representation without tax-
ation.”

That is false.

The residents who will benefit from this
measure do indeed pay taxes in the form of
Medicare and Social Security.

At a time when the President’'s own eco-
nomic advisors predict that these two pro-
grams will go bust if changes are not made in
the next few years, | for one believe residents
of the five territories should have a voice in
shaping a bipartisan consensus that shores up
the financial health of these vital programs.

| have heard opponents contend that the av-
erage congressional district is 630,000 and
that American Samoa, with a population of
roughly 70,000 is too small to deserve even a
symbolic vote.
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However, opponents making this argument
omit the inconvenient case of Puerto Rico,
whose population of almost 4 million would
entitle it to as many as six seats if it had full
representation.

They also omit Wyoming, whose population
of only 515,000 puts it well below the average
congressional district.

| have heard opponents contend that the
five votes will slow down the legislative proc-
ess and distort outcomes.

According to a 1994 article in the Congres-
sional Quarterly Almanac, “Of the 404 times
that delegates were eligible to vote during the
103rd Congress, only three times—all in
1994—did their vote prove decisive, triggering
an automatic revote.” Twice the outcome was
reversed, proving that the rule worked.

My friends, | would submit to each and
every one of you that something magical hap-
pens when 435 Representatives from the 50
States come to this floor to vote on behalf of
their constituents.

Simply put, the genius of deliberative de-
mocracy achieves its fullest expression.

We hear each other out on issues of the
day.

We get to know one another as something
more than Members.

We come to understand the needs and as-
pirations of one another’s districts, whatever
our political leanings.

And through this process of personal inter-
action, we enact laws that, when we are at our
best, make our country better.

By granting a limited but important vote to
five of our colleagues, we will be honoring the
deliberative democratic process.

In doing so, we will improve the legislative
process and the degree to which the House of
Representatives accurately reflects the views
of the 300 million Americans who are subject
to laws it passes.

In that sense, every American, as well as
our democratic system of government as a
whole, stands to benefit from House Resolu-
tion 78.

| urge my colleagues to support it.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Madam
Speaker, I yield back the balance of
my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 86, the pre-
vious question is ordered on the resolu-
tion.

The question is on the resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Madam
Speaker, I object to the vote on the
ground that a quorum is not present
and make the point of order that a
quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 226, nays
191, not voting 18, as follows:

[Roll No. 57]

Evi-

YEAS—226
Abercrombie Arcuri Bean
Ackerman Baca Becerra
Allen Baird Berkley
Altmire Baldwin Berman
Andrews Barrow Berry
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Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Boren
Boswell
Boyd (FL)
Boyda (KS)
Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Brown, Corrine
Burton (IN)
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carney
Chandler
Clarke
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Conyers
Cooper
Costello
Courtney
Cramer
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (AL)
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
Davis, Lincoln
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Donnelly
Doyle
Edwards
Ellison
Ellsworth
Emanuel
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Farr
Filner
Giffords
Gillibrand
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Hall (NY)
Hare
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Herseth
Higgins
Hill
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Hodes

Aderholt
Akin
Alexander
Bachmann
Bachus
Baker
Barrett (SC)
Bartlett (MD)
Barton (TX)
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Blackburn
Blunt
Boehner
Bonner
Bono
Boozman
Boustany
Brown (SC)
Brown-Waite,
Ginny
Buchanan
Burgess

Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kagen
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind
Klein (FL)
Kucinich
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lynch
Mahoney (FL)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Marshall
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum (MN)
McDermott
McGovern
MclIntyre
McNerney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Michaud
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Mitchell
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy, Patrick
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Oberstar
Obey
Olver

NAYS—I191

Calvert

Camp (MI)
Campbell (CA)
Cannon
Cantor

Capito

Carter

Castle

Chabot

Coble

Cole (OK)
Conaway
Crenshaw
Culberson
Davis (KY)
Dayvis, David
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
Deal (GA)
Dent
Diaz-Balart, L.
Diaz-Balart, M.
Doolittle
Drake

Dreier
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Ortiz
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Peterson (MN)
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rodriguez
Ross
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schwartz
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Serrano
Sestak
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Shuler
Sires
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Space
Spratt
Stark
Stupak
Sutton
Tanner
Tauscher
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Towns
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz (MN)
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Welch (VT)
Wexler
Wilson (OH)
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn
Yarmuth

Duncan
Ehlers
Emerson
English (PA)
Fallin
Feeney
Ferguson
Flake
Forbes
Fortenberry
Fossella
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gingrey
Gohmert
Goode
Goodlatte
Granger
Graves

Hall (TX) McHenry Ryan (WI)
Hastert McHugh Sali
Hastings (WA) McKeon Saxton
Hayes McMorris Schmidt
Heller Rodgers Sensenbrenner
Hensarling Mica Sessions
Hobson Miller (FL) Shadegg
Hoekstra Miller (MI) Shays
Hulshof Miller, Gary Shimkus
Hunter Moran (KS) Shuster
Inglis (SC) Murphy, Tim Simpson
Issa Musgrave Smith (NE)
Johnson, Sam Myrick Smith (NJ)
Jones (NC) Neugebauer Smith (TX)
Jordan Nunes Souder
Keller Paul Stearns
King (IA) Pearce Sullivan
King (NY) Pence

. Tancredo
Kingston Peterson (PA) Taylor
Kirk Petri Terry
Kline (MN) Pitts Thornberr
Knollenberg Platts . v
Kuhl (NY) Poe Tiahrt
LaHood Porter Tiberi
Lamborn Price (GA) Turner
Latham Pryce (OH) Upton
LaTourette Putnam Walberg
Lewis (CA) Ramstad Walden (OR)
Lewis (KY) Regula Walsh (NY)
Linder Rehberg Wamp
LoBiondo Reichert Weldon (FL)
Lungren, Daniel — Renzi Weller

E. Reynolds Westmoreland
Mack Rogers (AL) Whitfield
Manzullo Rogers (KY) Wicker
Marchant Rogers (MI) Wilson (NM)
McCarthy (CA) Rohrabacher Wilson (SC)
McCaul (TX) Ros-Lehtinen Wolf
McCotter Roskam Young (AK)
McCrery Royce Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—18
Boucher Cubin Johnson (IL)
Brady (TX) Everett Lucas
Buyer Fattah Norwood
Carson Frank (MA) Pickering
Castor Herger Radanovich
Costa Jindal Salazar
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Mr. CLEAVER changed his vote from
“nay” tO “yea.”

So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated for:

Mr. FATTAH. Madam Speaker, had | been
present for the vote on H. Res. 78, | would
have voted “yea.”

Stated against:

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Madam Speaker, on
rolicall No. 57 on H. Res. 78, | am not re-
corded because | was absent due to illness.
Had | been present, | would have voted “nay.”

————

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. JOHNSON of lllinois. Madam Speaker,
unfortunately | was unable to cast my votes on
the following rollcall votes on January 24,
2007. Had | been present to vote, | would
have voted as follows:

On rollcall 51—The Previous Question for
the Rule to consider H. Res. 78—I would have
voted “no.”

On rolicall 52—To Table the Motion to Re-
consider—I would have voted “no.”

On rollcall 53—Final Passage of the Rule
for H. Res. 78—I would have voted “no.”

On rollcall 54—The Motion to Table the
Priveleged Resolution—I would have voted
“no.”

On rollcall 55—The Motion to Adjourn—I
would have voted “yes.”

On rollcall 56—The Question of Consider-
ation of H. Res. 78—I would have voted “no.”
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On rollcall 57—To allow Delegates and the
Resident Commissioner to vote in the Com-
mittee of the Whole—I would have voted “no.”
Our Constitution clearly sets forth who is al-
lowed to vote in Congress and | believe that
this bill is in direct violation to that provision.

————
PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. NORWOOD. Madam Speaker, had |
been present on rollcall Vote No. 43, | would
have voted “no.” Had | been present on roll-
call Vote No. 44, | would have voted “yes.”
Had | been present on rolicall Vote No. 45, |
would have voted “yes.” Had | been present
on rollcall Vote No. 46, | would have voted
“yes.” Had | been present on rolicall Vote No.
47, | would have voted “yes.” Had | been
present on rollcall Vote No. 48, | would have
voted “yes.” Had | been present on rollcall
Vote No. 49, | would have voted “yes.” Had
| been present on rollcall Vote No. 50, | would
have voted “yes.” Had | been present on roll-
call Vote No. 51, | would have voted “no.”
Had | been present on rolicall Vote No. 52, |
would have voted “no.” Had | been present on
rollcall Vote No. 53, | would have voted “no.”
Had | been present on rolicall Vote No. 54, |
would have voted “no.” Had | been present on
rolicall Vote No. 55, | would have voted “yes.”
Had | been present on rolicall Vote No. 56, |
would have voted “no.” Had | been present on
rollcall Vote No. 57, | would have voted “no.”

—

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

(Mr. BLUNT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. BLUNT. Madam Speaker, I rise
to address the House for the purpose of
inquiring about next week’s schedule,
and I yield to my good friend, the ma-
jority leader, Mr. HOYER.

Mr. HOYER. Madam Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding, and
I am glad that I am still his good
friend. We are going to remain so.

On Monday, the House will meet at 2
p.m. for legislative business. We will
consider several bills under suspension
of the rules. There will be no votes be-
fore 6:30.

On Tuesday, the House will meet at
10:30 a.m. for morning hour debate and
noon for legislative business. We will
consider additional bills under suspen-
sion of the rules. A complete list of the
suspension bills for the week will be
announced later this week.

On Wednesday, the House will meet
at 10 o’clock. We will consider a long-
term continuing resolution. I want
Members to hear that because on
Wednesday we will consider the long-
term continuing resolution. We have a
continuing resolution which expires on
February 15. The long-term will cover
approximately nine appropriation bills
that failed to pass in the last Congress
and will fund most of government,
other than the Defense Department
and the Homeland Security Depart-
ment.

The House will not meet on Thursday
and Friday next week in order to ac-
commodate the Democratic Members
issues conference. I thank my friend
for yielding.
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Mr. BLUNT. I thank my friend for his
response. I would like to inquire fur-
ther on the topic of the continuing res-
olution.

I know the appropriations chairman
has said that that would be a resolu-
tion that would not have earmarks in
it. First of all, is that still the position
of the majority that there would be no
specific Member-oriented, district-ori-
ented earmarks in this CR?

Mr. HOYER. I believe that that is es-
sentially the case. The only reason
that I do not answer that absolutely is
there are some earmarks I think that
are being looked at that have general
application to the operations of certain
departments; but beyond that, the an-
swer is yes.

Mr. BLUNT. And with that caveat,
otherwise should we anticipate this
will be a CR that just extends the cur-
rent CR? Would we expect to see either
policy or additional funding language
in the CR?

Mr. HOYER. Would the gentleman
yield?

Mr. BLUNT. I yield.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

There are some problems that are
raised because bills failed to pass, mili-
tary construction being one, the vet-
erans being another, which have put us
in a position where if there is not addi-
tional language and funding in the bill,
and they are, of course, both as a result
of the earmarks not being funded and
as a result of the caps not being met
that was in the Republican budget that
passed but did not pass the Congress,
and the level of funding in the 2007 bills
that did not pass, there need to be
some things in there that Mr. LEWIS
and Mr. OBEY are both aware of. As I
understand, they are working together
in a bipartisan fashion. The staffs are
working together.

So I will tell my friend, although I
cannot tell you specifically because
they are still working on it, as you
know from your past experience that
these are works in progress, that my
expectation is there will be additional
funding for programs that will be very
adversely affected if they were required
to go forward at 2006 levels or the lower
of the House- or Senate-passed bills.

Mr. BLUNT. I thank my friend for
that response.

I would ask further, if there are addi-
tions like that, which the obvious place
to determine the merits of those addi-
tions is the House floor, will there be
the opportunity for amendments and
the ideas of other Members to be ad-
vanced?

Mr. HOYER. Will
yield?

Mr. BLUNT. I yield.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

The answer to that question is we are
working closely with the Senate. The
CR expires, as you know, on February
15. The Senate has a very difficult chal-
lenge. I know that Mr. REID is trying
to work with Mr. McCONNELL to figure
out how they can do it.

the gentleman
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What we are really trying to do is
trying to see if we can have a Senate
and House agreement so that we can
meet that February 15 deadline with
this CR, which would not necessitate
going back to a subsequent CR; in
other words, making this a CR through
September 30 of this year and take care
of the 2007 funding cycle.

As Mr. OBEY has indicated, the rea-
son for that is we are now proceeding
on the 2008 cycle, and until we put the
2007 cycle behind us, it is difficult to
focus on that.

So I frankly don’t have the answer to
that question at this point in time be-
cause those discussions are going on
between the House and the Senate.

Mr. LEWIS and Mr. OBEY are involved
in what we are doing here, and we are,
after all, talking about nine bills, nu-
merous departments and agencies and
objects, and frankly, if that bill is open
to amendment, CRs, as you know, gen-
erally come with closed rules, and they
are clean CRs usually, but even some
nonclean CRs, and that is for the
public’s sake, things that have addi-
tional items other than simply funding
levels at a given level, have been closed
rules.

Obviously to try to get through nine
different bills on the House floor be-
tween now and February 25, much less
February 15, if the bill is open to
amendment, as appropriation bills gen-
erally are, as you know, would be
something probably we would not be
able to do. So that is being discussed,
trying to figure it out.

I don’t have a definitive answer for
you here on Wednesday, but I want to
tell you candidly that I believe there
will not be a full opportunity in the
sense that there has been, and I am not
sure that I can represent to the gen-
tleman that there will be an open rule.

Mr. BLUNT. I thank the gentleman
for his response. In that regard, nor-
mally when we have had a closed rule
on a continuing resolution, it has been
a continuing resolution that did not in-
clude much or normally nothing in new
policy, and we will have to watch these
circumstances and hope that if there is
a significant policy addition or signifi-
cant financial addition, there is the
normal process that goes on with ap-
propriations bills to have a debate and
a discussion about that. We are hopeful
that whatever this bill is, it is as nar-
row as it can be and also that we get it
out of the way as quickly as we can so
that we can get on with the appropria-
tions work for the next year.

I understand the challenge this cre-
ates for the appropriators, but the
more we try to do the 2008 work in the
2007 bill, the harder that is, I think, to
move that bill along quickly as well.
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Let me ask one other question.

Mr. HOYER. Madam Speaker, if my
friend would yield before he asks an-
other question, as my friend knows
well, having not passed appropriations
bills, and, frankly, leaving in December
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without passing appropriations bills
was, of course, the other body’s judg-
ment, we passed the bills through here
except for the Labor-Health bill, we are
placed in an extraordinarily difficult
position. We labored long and hard, and
I was then a member of the Appropria-
tions Committee, on our bills. We con-
sidered them here on the floor. There
was debate. There were amendments
offered. They passed.

Frankly, the ideal, as you well know,
would have been to have them pass, go
to conference and pass them through
both Houses. But we are now con-
fronted with a lot of work product over
a year on all of these bills out of the
Appropriations Committee now sitting,
frankly, in limbo with a deadline of
February 15 to have a short-term CR,
which we are not for. We want to com-
plete this business.

So we have a challenge that I think
is relatively unique, given all of this
work product, of just not having a sim-
ple CR which says we do ’06 levels, be-
cause all that work product would be,
A, down the drain, and B, was respond-
ing to needs that the administration
wants, that our military wants, that
our veterans want, that others need. So
that is the challenge confronting Mr.
OBEY and Mr. LEWIS.

I know you appreciate that. The fail-
ure was not on this side of the Capitol,
but the fact of the matter is, wherever
the failure was, we are now confronted
with trying to solve the problem.

I thank the gentleman.

Mr. BLUNT. I appreciate my good
friend’s comments in that regard too.
As my friend knows, I argued and he
argued and others did in November and
into December that it would be so
much better for this Congress if we
could have worked with the other body
and get these bills done last year. I re-
gret that we didn’t. I wanted to. I
wanted to at least get some of them
done. I think all of our colleagues on
this side were on that side of the de-
bate, or virtually all of us, and now we
are faced with this work.

One other topic I would like to bring
up today, because we didn’t get to dis-
cuss it during the privileged motion,
but I know my good friend from Mary-
land cares about the House, cares
about the procedures of the House.

The topic that was raised earlier by
the minority leader of an amendment
submitted to the Rules Committee and
then the Member who submitted it
asked that it be withdrawn before the
meeting; there may have been a simi-
lar occasion in the past, we can’t find
one in our research. I am hoping that
was the fits-and-starts of a new Con-
gress, rather than a new standard.

Occasionally Members, and your
Members did it often during the last
Congress, submit an amendment, real-
ize as the debate develops and the dis-
cussion goes on that that is not an
amendment that is in their best inter-
ests, or anybody else’s, to be offered,
and then request it be withdrawn.

I think we honored on every occa-
sion, I believe, and if we did not, that
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is beside the point, my belief is on
every occasion, if a Member wanted to
withdraw an amendment, we allowed
that Member to do that. I hope that
will be the process from now on in this
Congress as well. I would be pleased to
have your reassurance that we are
headed in that direction.

I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman
for yielding. I certainly reassure you
we are moving in that direction, and I
would hope that would be the case. I
hope the gentleman will take this as a
very friendly observation that in this
case, the gentleman wouldn’t take ap-
parently yes for an answer. We were
going to give him an amendment.

As you know, the day before we had
been bitterly criticized for not giving
amendments. I was not there and I did
not participate in this decision, but the
committee was confronted with want-
ing to be in a position to give an
amendment. Then when they were told
the gentleman didn’t want the amend-
ment, they in effect took yes for an an-
swer. The gentleman did not.

I understand that. We want to ac-
commodate that. You are absolutely
right. If a Member doesn’t want to
offer the amendment, he didn’t have to
offer the amendment, he did not offer
the amendment. Nobody has been
forced to offer an amendment. He was
given the opportunity to do so.

But we do understand that Members
make decisions that maybe that is not
what I want to do, and I would like to
withdraw it. Certainly I hope we will
accommodate Members in the future.

Mr. BLUNT. I thank you for that re-
sponse. I would hope that would be the
case. It has happened frequently. The
gentleman has made no suggestion
that this is unique or no one has ever
thought about this before. It has hap-
pened frequently. When it has hap-
pened in the past, generally submitted
by Members on your side to a Rules
Committee at that time controlled by
our side, when the Member said, wait a
minute, I’ve changed my mind, that
was always honored, with no sense of
no, wait a minute; you put the piece of
paper down, you now have to stick with
it, even though we haven’t acted yet.

Mr. HOYER. I want to say, Mr. Lead-
er, we also wanted to give you a sub-
stitute, but you didn’t want that ei-
ther, and we didn’t give you that sub-
stitute, then, I guess.

In any event, your point is well
taken, and I don’t want to be jocular
about the fact. We really do want to
make sure that you can come to this
floor and think you are being treated
fairly and openly and have an oppor-
tunity to make your legislative case.
That is the way this body ought to
work.

I know the first 2% weeks now we
have been moving on an agenda, rules
changes and others, that we wanted to
get done. As you know, some of these
have involved rules changes, as this
particular bill did.

As you know, although Mr. DREIER
talked about having hearings on this,
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rarely does either side have hearings
on the rules it presents. The rules
package is put together by the major-
ity party and there aren’t hearings on
it. It is offered on the floor and it is
voted up or down. In this case we of-
fered your rules, as you know, as they
were in being in the 109th Congress.
There were some additions we wanted
to make.

But your point is well taken. I share
your view that we want to make sure,
whether we disagree, that you feel you
got the opportunity on your side of the
aisle to make your case.

Mr. BLUNT. Well, I appreciate my
friend’s comments. We look forward to
that happening. I think we all will ben-
efit from more debate, more discussion.
That has always been the desire here,
and often the minority doesn’t feel like
they get quite their opportunity to do
that, but we hope that we have an op-
portunity to do that and look forward
to moving to a process to where all the
Members are involved, the new Mem-
bers.

Some of these issues, I will admit,
that we have dealt with in the last 2
weeks, in fact in the last Congress, the
Congress I was in the majority in,
passed bills highly similar. But the 60
new Members didn’t get to participate
in committee.

But that is behind us. I am prepared
to look forward. I hope that we have
those opportunities. We will look care-
fully at the character of the CR and
hope that it is as minimal in its
changes as possible and that all the
members of the Appropriations Com-
mittee are part of that discussion.

——
DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON

WEDNESDAY NEXT

Mr. HOYER. Madam Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the business
in order under the Calendar Wednesday
rule be dispensed with on Wednesday
next.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Maryland?

There was no objection.

———

APPOINTMENT OF HON. STENY H.
HOYER AND HON. CHRIS VAN
HOLLEN TO ACT AS SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE TO SIGN EN-
ROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESO-
LUTIONS THROUGH JANUARY 29,
2007

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, January 24, 2007.

I hereby appoint the Honorable STENY H.
HOYER and the Honorable CHRIS VAN HOLLEN
to act as Speaker pro tempore to sign en-
rolled bills and joint resolutions through
January 29, 2007.

NANCY PELOSI,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the appointment is ap-
proved.
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There was no objection.

COMMUNICATION FROM HON. JOHN
A. BOEHNER, REPUBLICAN LEAD-
ER

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Honorable JOHN A.
BOEHNER, Republican Leader:

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, January 24, 2007.
Hon. NANCY PELOSI,
Speaker, U.S. Capitol,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SPEAKER PELOSI: Pursuant to 2
U.S.C. 88b-3, I am pleased to appoint the
Honorable SHELLEY MOORE CAPITO of West
Virginia to the Page Board. Ms. CAPITO has
expressed her interest in serving in this ca-
pacity and I am pleased to fulfill her request.

Sincerely,
JOHN A. BOEHNER,
Republican Leader.

————

APPOINTMENT OF MEMBERS TO
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
PAGE BOARD

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to 2 U.S.C. 88b-3— and the order of
the House of January 4, 2007, the Chair
announces the Speaker’s appointment
of the following Members of the House
to the House of Representatives Page
Board:

Mr. KILDEE, Michigan

Ms. DEGETTE, Colorado.

—————

HONORING GLENN H. CURTISS, A
TRUE TRANSPORTATION PIONEER

(Mr. KUHL of New York asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute.)

Mr. KUHL of New York. Madam
Speaker, I rise today to remember and
honor Glenn H. Curtiss from my home-
town of Hammondsport, New York.
Glenn Curtiss was a true transpor-
tation pioneer.

This week, I introduced House Reso-
lution 84 to recognize Glenn Curtiss for
setting the world’s speed record on the
first V-8 powered motorcycle exactly
100 years ago today. In honor of that
ride in 1907, the Curtiss Museum and
the City of Ormond Beach, Florida,
which is the ‘‘birthplace of speed,”
hosted a Curtiss motorcycle run on the
beach today, January 24, 2007.

In addition to his recordbreaking
speed, which was 137 miles an hour, Mr.
Curtiss was the founder of the Curtiss
Aeroplane and Motor Company, now
part of the Curtiss-Wright Corporation.
Glenn Curtiss also developed the first
successful sea plane and manufactured
the famous World War I Jenny training
plane.

Again, Madam Speaker, it is with
great pride that I rise today to honor
the memory of Mr. Glenn Curtiss, and
I encourage all Members to join me in
honoring the legacy of Mr. Curtiss and
cosponsoring House Resolution 84.
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ENSURING EFFECTIVE OVERSIGHT
OF U.S. TAXPAYER DOLLARS

(Mr. KIRK asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. KIRK. Mr. Speaker, the State
Department has notified this House of
the President’s intent to transfer $86
million to provide vehicles, uniforms
and body armor to Palestinian Presi-
dent Mahmoud Abbas’ security forces.
Yet on January 11, Abbas made the fol-
lowing remarks at a Fatah rally in
Ramallah: ‘“‘Let 1,000 flowers bloom and
let our rifles, all our rifles, all our ri-
fles, be aimed at the occupation.”

Mr. Speaker, we have seen this movie
before. In 1996, the U.S. pledged $100
million to help Fatah defeat Hamas
terrorists. But in 2000, Yasser Arafat
turned his American-funded security
forces on Israel.

Now, Abbas calls on rifles to be
aimed at Israel again, and we are
poised to give him $86 million to up-
grade his security forces, without first
establishing an independent audit re-
gime.

I urge my colleagues to apply the les-
sons of history and to increase the ef-
fective oversight of this taxpayer-fund-
ed program, which in the past has been
turned against our allies in Israel.

————
SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
JOHNSON of Georgia). Under the Speak-
er’s announced policy of January 18,
2007, and under a previous order of the
House, the following Members will be
recognized for 5 minutes each.

———

PUBLICATION OF THE RULES OF
THE COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE
AND TECHNOLOGY, 110TH CON-
GRESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Tennessee (Mr. GORDON) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. GORDON of Tennessee. Madam
Speaker, | hereby submit for printing in the
RECORD the Rules of the Committee on
Science and Technology, as agreed to and
passed on January 24, 2007.

RULES GOVERNING PROCEDURE OF THE COM-
MITTEE ON SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY, U.S.
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, FOR THE ONE
HUNDRED TENTH CONGRESS

RULE 1. GENERAL PROVISIONS
GENERAL STATEMENT

(a) The Rules of the House of Representa-
tives, as applicable, shall govern the Com-
mittee and its Subcommittees, except that a
motion to recess from day to day and a mo-
tion to dispense with the first reading (in
full) of a bill or resolution, if printed copies
are available, are privileged motions in the
Committee and its Subcommittees and shall
be decided without debate. The rules of the
Committee, as applicable, shall be the rules
of its Subcommittees. The rules of germane-
ness shall be enforced by the Chairman. [XI
1(a)]

MEMBERSHIP

(b) A majority of the majority Members of

the Committee shall determine an appro-
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priate ratio of majority to minority Mem-
bers of each Subcommittee and shall author-
ize the Chairman to negotiate that ratio
with the minority party; Provided, however,
that party representation on each Sub-
committee (including any ex-officio Mem-
bers) shall be no less favorable to the major-
ity party than the ratio for the Full Com-
mittee. Provided, further, that recommenda-
tions of conferees to the Speaker shall pro-
vide a ratio of majority party Members to
minority party Members which shall be no
less favorable to the majority party than the
ratio of the Full Committee.
POWER TO SIT AND ACT; SUBPOENA POWER

(c)(1) Notwithstanding paragraph (2), a sub-
poena may be authorized and issued in the
conduct of any investigation or series of in-
vestigations or activities to require the at-
tendance and testimony of such witnesses
and the production of such books, records,
correspondence, memoranda, papers and doc-
uments as deemed necessary, only when au-
thorized by majority vote of the Full Com-
mittee or Subcommittee (as the case may
be), a majority of the Committee or Sub-
committee being present. Authorized sub-
poenas shall be signed only by the Chairman
of the Full Committee, or by any member
designated by the Chairman. [XI 2(m)]

(2) The Chairman of the Full Committee,
after consultation with the Ranking Minor-
ity Member of the Full Committee, or if the
Ranking Member cannot be reached, the
Ranking Minority Member of the relevant
Subcommittee, may authorize and issue such
subpoenas as described in paragraph (1), dur-
ing any period in which the House has ad-
journed for a period longer than seven (7)
days. [XI 2(m)(3)(A)(1)]

(3) A subpoena duces tecum may specify
terms of return other than at a meeting or a
hearing of the Committee.

SENSITIVE OR CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION

RECEIVED PURSUANT TO SUBPOENA

(d) Unless otherwise determined by the
Committee or Subcommittee, certain infor-
mation received by the Committee or Sub-
committee pursuant to a subpoena not made
part of the record at an open hearing shall be
deemed to have been received in Executive
Session when the Chairman of the Full Com-
mittee, in his judgment and after consulta-
tion with the Ranking Minority Member,
deems that in view of all the circumstances,
such as the sensitivity of the information or
the confidential nature of the information,
such action is appropriate.

NATIONAL SECURITY INFORMATION

(e) All national security information bear-
ing a classification of secret or higher which
has been received by the Committee or a
Subcommittee shall be deemed to have been
received in Executive Session and shall be
given appropriate safekeeping. The Chair-
man of the Full Committee may establish
such regulations and procedures as in his
judgment are necessary to safeguard classi-
fied information under the control of the
Committee. Such procedures shall, however,
ensure access to this information by any
Member of the Committee, or any other
Member of the House of Representatives who
has requested the opportunity to review such
material.

OVERSIGHT

(f) Not later than February 15 of the first
session of a Congress, the Committee shall
meet in open session, with a quorum present,
to adopt its oversight plans for that Con-
gress for submission to the Committee on
Government Reform and the Committee on
House Administration, in accordance with
the provisions of clause 2(d) of Rule X of the
House of Representatives.

(g) The Chairman of the Full Committee
may undertake any formal investigation in
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the name of the Committee after consulta-
tion with the Ranking Minority Member of
the Full Committee.

(h) The Chairman of any Subcommittee
shall not undertake any formal investigation
in the name of the Full Committee or Sub-
committee without formal approval by the
Chairman of the Full Committee, in con-
sultation with other appropriate Sub-
committee Chairmen, and after consultation
with the Ranking Minority Member of the
Full Committee. The Chairman of any Sub-
committee shall also consult with the Rank-
ing Minority Member of the Subcommittee
before undertaking any investigation in the
name of the Committee.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

(i) The order of business and procedure of
the Committee and the subjects of inquiries
or investigations will be decided by the
Chairman, subject always to an appeal to the
Committee.

SUSPENDED PROCEEDINGS

(j) During the consideration of any meas-
ure or matter, the Chairman of the Full
Committee, or of any Subcommittee, or any
Member acting as such, may recess the Com-
mittee at any point. Additionally, during the
consideration of any measure or matter, the
Chairman of the Full Committee, or of any
Subcommittee shall suspend further pro-
ceedings after a question has been put to the
Committee at any time when there is a vote
by electronic device occurring in the House
of Representatives. Suspension of pro-
ceedings after a record vote is ordered on the
question of approving a measure or matter
or on adopting an amendment, shall be con-
ducted in compliance with the provisions of
Rule 2(t).

OTHER PROCEDURES

(k) The Chairman of the Full Committee,
after consultation with the Ranking Minor-
ity Member, may establish such other proce-
dures and take such actions as may be nec-
essary to carry out the foregoing rules or to
facilitate the effective operation of the Com-
mittee.

USE OF HEARING ROOMS

(1) In consultation with the Ranking Mi-
nority Member, the Chairman of the Full
Committee shall establish guidelines for use
of Committee hearing rooms.

RULE 2. COMMITTEE MEETINGS AND
PROCEDURES

QUORUM [XI 2(H)]

(a)(1) One-third of the Members of the
Committee shall constitute a quorum for all
purposes except as provided in paragraphs (2)
and (3) of this Rule.

(2) A majority of the Members of the Com-
mittee shall constitute a quorum in order to:
(A) report or table any legislation, measure,
or matter; (B) close Committee meetings or
hearings pursuant to Rules 2(c) and 2(d); and,
(C) authorize the issuance of subpoenas pur-
suant to Rule 1(c).

(3) Two (2) Members of the Committee
shall constitute a quorum for taking testi-
mony and receiving evidence, which, unless
waived by the Chairman of the Full Com-
mittee after consultation with the Ranking
Minority Member of the Full Committee,
shall include at least one (1) Member from
each of the majority and minority parties.

TIME AND PLACE

(b)(1) Unless dispensed with by the Chair-
man, the meetings of the Committee shall be
held on the 2nd and 4th Wednesdays of each
month the House is in session at 10:00 a.m.
and at such other times and in such places as
the Chairman may designate. [XI 2(b)]

(2) The Chairman of the Committee may
convene, as necessary, additional meetings
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of the Committee for the consideration of
any bill or resolution pending before the
Committee or for the conduct of other Com-
mittee business subject to such rules as the
Committee may adopt. The Committee shall
meet for such purpose under that call of the
Chairman. [XI 2(c)]

(3) The Chairman shall make a public an-
nouncement of the date, time, place and sub-
ject matter of any of its hearings, and to the
extent practicable, a list of witnesses at
least one (1) week before the commencement
of the hearing. If the Chairman, with the
concurrence of the Ranking Minority Mem-
ber, determines there is good cause to begin
the hearing sooner, or if the Committee so
determines by majority vote, a quorum being
present for the transaction of business, the
Chairman shall make the announcement at
the earliest possible date. Any announce-
ment made under this Rule shall be prompt-
1y published in the Daily Digest, and prompt-
ly made available by electronic form, includ-
ing the Committee website. [XI 2(g)(3)]

OPEN MEETINGS [XI 2(G)]

(c) Each meeting for the transaction of
business, including the markup of legisla-
tion, of the Committee shall be open to the
public, including to radio, television, and
still photography coverage, except when the
Committee, in open session and with a ma-
jority present, determines by record vote
that all or part of the remainder of the meet-
ing on that day shall be in executive session
because disclosure of matters to be consid-
ered would endanger national security,
would compromise sensitive law enforcement
information, would tend to defame, degrade
or incriminate any person or otherwise
would violate any law or rule of the House.
Persons other than Members of the Com-
mittee and such nonCommittee Members,
Delegates, Resident Commissioner, congres-
sional staff, or departmental representatives
as thf Committee may authorize, may not be
present at a business or markup session that
is held in executive session. This Rule does
not apply to open Committee hearings which
are provided for by Rule 2(d).

(d)(1) Each hearing conducted by the Com-
mittee shall be open to the public including
radio, television, and still photography cov-
erage except when the Committee, in open
session and with a majority present, deter-
mines by record vote that all or part of the
remainder of that hearing on that day shall
be closed to the public because disclosure of
testimony, evidence, or other matters to be
considered would endanger national security,
would compromise sensitive law enforcement
information, or would violate a law or rule of
the House of Representatives. Notwith-
standing the requirements of the preceding
sentence and Rule 2(q), a majority of those
present, there being in attendance the req-
uisite number required under the rules of the
Committee to be present for the purpose of
taking testimony:

(A) may vote to close the hearing for the
sole purpose of discussing whether testimony
or evidence to be received would endanger
the national security, would compromise
sensitive law enforcement information or
would violate Rule XI 2(k)(5) of the Rules of
the House of Representatives; or

(B) may vote to close the hearing, as pro-
vided in Rule XI 2(k)(5) of the Rules of the
House of Representatives. No Member, Dele-
gate, or Resident Commissioner may be ex-
cluded from non-participatory attendance at
any hearing of any Committee or Sub-
committee, unless the House of Representa-
tives shall by majority vote authorize a par-
ticular Committee or Subcommittee, for
purposes of a particular series of hearings on
a particular article of legislation or on a par-
ticular subject of investigation, to close its
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hearings to Members, Delegates, and the
Resident Commissioner by the same proce-
dures designated in this Rule for closing
hearings to the public; Provided, however,
that the Committee or Subcommittee may
by the same procedure, vote to close one sub-
sequent day of the hearing.
AUDIO AND VISUAL COVERAGE [XI, CLAUSE 4]

(e)(1) Whenever a hearing or meeting con-
ducted by the Committee is open to the pub-
lic, these proceedings shall be open to cov-
erage by television, radio, and still photog-
raphy, except as provided in Rule XI 4(t)(2) of
the House of Representatives. The Chairman
shall not be able to limit the number of tele-
vision, or still cameras to fewer than two (2)
representatives from each medium (except
for legitimate space or safety considerations
in which case pool coverage shall be author-
ized).

(2)(A) Radio and television tapes, tele-
vision film, and internet recordings of any
Committee hearings or meetings that are
open to the public may not be used, or made
available for use, as partisan political cam-
paign material to promote or oppose the can-
didacy of any person for elective public of-
fice.

(B) It is, further, the intent of this rule
that the general conduct of each meeting or
hearing covered under authority of this rule
by audio or visual means, and the personal
behavior of the Committee Members and
staff, other government officials and per-
sonnel, witnesses, television, radio, and press
media personnel, and the general public at
the meeting or hearing, shall be in strict
conformity with and observance of the ac-
ceptable standards of dignity, propriety,
courtesy, and decorum traditionally ob-
served by the House in its operations, and
may not be such as to:

(i) distort the objects and purposes of the
meeting or hearing or the activities of Com-
mittee Members in connection with that
meeting or hearing or in connection with the
general work of the Committee or of the
House; or

(ii) cast discredit or dishonor on the House,
the Committee, or a Member, Delegate, or
Resident Commissioner or bring the House,
the Committee, or a Member, Delegate, or
Resident Commissioner into disrepute.

(C) The coverage of Committee meetings
and hearings by audio and visual means shall
be permitted and conducted only in strict
conformity with the purposes, provisions,
and requirements of this rule.

(f) The following shall apply to coverage of
Committee meetings or hearings by audio or
visual means:

(1) If audio or visual coverage of the hear-
ing or meeting is to be presented to the pub-
lic as live coverage, that coverage shall be
conducted and presented without commer-
cial sponsorship.

(2) The allocation among the television
media of the positions or the number of tele-
vision cameras permitted by a Committee or
Subcommittee Chairman in a hearing or
meeting room shall be in accordance with
fair and equitable procedures devised by the
Executive Committee of the Radio and Tele-
vision Correspondents’ Galleries.

(3) Television cameras shall be placed so as
not to obstruct in any way the space between
a witness giving evidence or testimony and
any member of the Committee or the visi-
bility of that witness and that member to
each other.

(4) Television cameras shall operate from
fixed positions but may not be placed in posi-
tions that obstruct unnecessarily the cov-
erage of the hearing or meeting by the other
media.

(5) Equipment necessary for coverage by
the television and radio media may not be
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installed in, or removed from, the hearing or
meeting room while the Committee is in ses-
sion.

(6)(A) Except as provided in subdivision
(B), floodlights, spotlights, strobelights, and
flashguns may not be used in providing any
method of coverage of the hearing or meet-
ing.
(B) The television media may install addi-
tional lighting in a hearing or meeting room,
without cost to the Government, in order to
raise the ambient lighting level in a hearing
or meeting room to the lowest level nec-
essary to provide adequate television cov-
erage of a hearing or meeting at the current
state of the art of television coverage.

(7) In the allocation of the number of still
photographers permitted by a Committee or
Subcommittee Chairman in a hearing or
meeting room, preference shall be given to
photographers from Associated Press Photos
and United Press International Newspic-
tures. If requests are made by more of the
media than will be permitted by a Com-
mittee or Subcommittee Chairman for cov-
erage of a hearing or meeting by still pho-
tography, that coverage shall be permitted
on the basis of a fair and equitable pool ar-
rangement devised by the Standing Com-
mittee of Press Photographers.

(8) Photographers may not position them-
selves between the witness table and the
members of the Committee at any time dur-
ing the course of a hearing or meeting.

(9) Photographers may not place them-
selves in positions that obstruct unneces-
sarily the coverage of the hearing by the
other media.

(10) Personnel providing coverage by the
television and radio media shall be currently
accredited to the Radio and Television Cor-
respondents’ Galleries.

(11) Personnel providing coverage by still
photography shall be currently accredited to
the Press Photographers’ Gallery.

(12) Personnel providing coverage by the
television and radio media and by still pho-
tography shall conduct themselves and their
coverage activities in an orderly and unob-
trusive manner.

SPECIAL MEETINGS

(g) Rule XI2(c) of the Rules of the House of
Representatives is hereby incorporated by
reference (Special Meetings).

VICE CHAIRMAN TO PRESIDE IN ABSENCE OF

CHAIRMAN

(h) A Member of the majority party on the
Committee, or any Subcommittee, shall be
designated by the Chairman of the Full Com-
mittee as the Vice Chairman of the Com-
mittee or Subcommittee, as the case may be,
and shall preside during the absence of the
Chairman from any meeting. If the Chair-
man and Vice-Chairman of the Committee or
Subcommittee are not present at any meet-
ing of the Committee or Subcommittee, the
Ranking Majority Member who is present
shall preside at that meeting. [XI2(d)]

OPENING STATEMENTS; 5-MINUTE RULE

(i) Insofar as is practicable, the Chairman,
after consultation with the Ranking Minor-
ity Member, shall limit the total time of
opening statements by Members to no more
than 10 minutes, the time to be divided
equally between the Chairman and Ranking
Minority Member. The time any one (1)
Member may address the Committee on any
bill, motion, or other matter under consider-
ation by the Committee or the time allowed
for the questioning of a witness at hearings
before the Committee will be limited to five
(5) minutes, and then only when the Member
has been recognized by the Chairman, except
that this time limit may be waived by the
Chairman or acting Chairman. [XI 2(j)]

(j) Notwithstanding Rule 2(i), upon a mo-
tion the Chairman, in consultation with the
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Ranking Minority Member, may designate
an equal number of members from each
party to question a witness for a period not
to exceed one (1) hour in the aggregate or,
upon a motion, may designate staff from
each party to question a witness for equal
specific periods that do not exceed one (1)
hour in the aggregate. [XI 2(j)]
PROXIES

(k) No Member may authorize a vote by
proxy with respect to any measure or matter
before the Committee. [XI 2(f)]

WITNESSES

(1)(1) Insofar as is practicable, each witness
who is to appear before the Committee shall
file no later than 24 hours in advance of his
or her appearance, both a statement of the
proposed testimony and a curriculum vitae
in printed copy and electronic form. Each
witness shall limit his or her presentation to
a five (6) minute summary, provided that ad-
ditional time may be granted by the Chair-
man when appropriate. [XTI 2(g)( 4)]

(2) To the greatest extent practicable, each
witness appearing before the Committee
shall include with the written statement of
proposed testimony a disclosure of any fi-
nancial interests which are relevant to the
subject of his or her testimony. These in-
clude, but are not limited to, public and pri-
vate research grants, stock or stock options
held in publicly traded and privately owned
companies, and any form of payment or com-
pensation from any relevant entity. The
source and amount of the financial interest
should be included in this disclosure.

(3) Members of the Committee have two
weeks from the date of a hearing to submit
additional questions for the record, to be an-
swered by witnesses who have appeared in
person. The letters of transmittal and any
responses thereto shall be printed in the
hearing record.

(m) Whenever any hearing is conducted by
the Committee on any measure or matter,
the minority Members of the Committee
shall be entitled, upon request to the Chair-
man by a majority of them before the com-
pletion of the hearing, to call witnesses se-
lected by the minority to testify with re-
spect to the measure or matter during at
least one (1) day of hearing thereon. [XI
2(HM)]

HEARING PROCEDURES

(n) Rule XI 2(k) of the Rules of the House
of Representatives is hereby incorporated by
reference.

BILL AND SUBJECT MATTER CONSIDERATION

(o) Bills and other substantive matters
may be taken up for consideration only when
called by the Chairman of the Committee or
by a majority vote of a quorum of the Com-
mittee, except those matters which are the
subject of special-call meetings outlined in
Rule 2(g). [XI 2(c)]

PRIVATE BILLS

(p) No private bill will be reported by the
Committee if there are two (2) or more dis-
senting votes. Private bills so rejected by the
Committee will not be reconsidered during
the same Congress unless new evidence suffi-
cient to justify a new hearing has been pre-
sented to the Committee.

CONSIDERATION OF MEASURE OR MATTER

(q)(1) It shall not be in order for the Com-
mittee to consider any new or original meas-
ure or matter unless written notice of the
date, place and subject matter of consider-
ation and to the maximum extent prac-
ticable, a written copy of the measure or
matter to be considered, and to the max-
imum extent practicable the original text
for purposes of markup of the measure to be
considered have been available to each Mem-
ber of the Committee for at least 48 hours in
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advance of consideration, excluding Satur-
days, Sundays and legal holidays. To the
maximum extent practicable, amendments
to the measure or matter to be considered,
shall be submitted in writing to the Clerk of
the Committee at least 24 hours prior to the
consideration of the measure or matter.

(2) Notwithstanding paragraph (1) of this
rule, consideration of any legislative meas-
ure or matter by the Committee shall be in
order by vote of two-thirds of the Members
present, provided that a majority of the
Committee is present.

REQUESTS FOR WRITTEN MOTIONS

(r) Any legislative or non-procedural mo-
tion made at a regular or special meeting of
the Committee and which is entertained by
the Chairman shall be presented in writing
upon the demand of any Member present and
a copy made available to each Member
present.

REQUESTS FOR RECORD VOTES AT FULL
COMMITTEE

(s) A record vote of the Members may be
had at the request of three (3) or more Mem-
bers or, in the apparent absence of a quorum,
by any one (1) Member.

POSTPONEMENT OF PROCEEDINGS

(t) The Chairman of the Full Committee,
or of any Subcommittee, is authorized to
postpone further proceedings when a record
vote is ordered on the question of approving
a measure or matter or on adopting an
amendment, and to resume proceedings on a
postponed question at any time after reason-
able notice. Upon resuming proceedings on a
postponed question, notwithstanding any in-
tervening order for the previous question, an
underlying proposition shall remain subject
to further debate or amendment to the same
extent as when the question was postponed.
[XT 2)(h)(D]

REPORT LANGUAGE ON USE OF FEDERAL
RESOURCES

(u) No legislative report filed by the Com-
mittee on any measure or matter reported
by the Committee shall contain language
which has the effect of specifying the use of
federal resources more explicitly (inclusively
or exclusively) than that specified in the
measure or matter as ordered reported, un-
less such language has been approved by the
Committee during a meeting or otherwise in
writing by a majority of the Members.

COMMITTEE RECORDS

(v)(1) The Committee shall keep a complete
record of all Committee action which shall
include a record of the votes on any question
on which a record vote is demanded. The re-
sult of each record vote shall be made avail-
able by the Committee for inspection by the
public at reasonable times in the offices of
the Committee. Information so available for
public inspection shall include a description
of the amendment, motion, order, or other
proposition and the name of each Member
voting for and each Member voting against
such amendment, motion, order, or propo-
sition, and the names of those Members
present but not voting. [XI 2(e)]

(2) The records of the Committee at the
National Archives and Records Administra-
tion shall be made available for public use in
accordance with Rule VII of the Rules of the
House of Representatives. The Chairman
shall notify the Ranking Minority Member
of any decision, pursuant to clause 3(b)(3) or
clause 4(b) of the Rule, to withhold a record
otherwise available, and the matter shall be
presented to the Committee for a determina-
tion on the written request of any Member of
the Committee. [XI 2(e)(3)]

(3) To the maximum extent feasible, the
Committee shall make its publications avail-
able in electronic form, including the Com-
mittee website. [XI 2(e)(4)]
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(4)(A) Except as provided for in subdivision
(B), all Committee hearings, records, data,
charts, and files shall be kept separate and
distinct from the congressional office
records of the member serving as its Chair-
man. Such records shall be the property of
the House, and each Member, Delegate, and
the Resident Commissioner, shall have ac-
cess thereto.

(B) A Member, Delegate, or Resident Com-
missioner, other than members of the Com-
mittee on Standards of Official Conduct,
may not have access to the records of the
Committee respecting the conduct of a Mem-
ber, Delegate, Resident Commissioner, offi-
cer, or employee of the House without the
specific prior permission of the Committee.

PUBLICATION OF COMMITTEE HEARINGS AND
MARKUPS

(w) The transcripts of those hearings con-
ducted by the Committee shall be published
as a substantially verbatim account of re-
marks actually made during the proceedings,
subject only to technical, grammatical, and
typographical corrections authorized by the
person making the remarks involved. Tran-
scripts of markups shall be recorded and pub-
lished in the same manner as hearings before
the Committee and shall be included as part
of the legislative report unless waived by the
Chairman. [XI 2(e)(1)(A)]

COMMITTEE WEBSITE

(x) The Chairman shall maintain an offi-
cial Committee website for the purpose of
furthering the Committee’s legislative and
oversight responsibilities, including commu-
nicating information about the Committee’s
activities to Committee Members and other
Members of the House. The Ranking Minor-
ity Member may maintain a similar website
for the same purpose, including commu-
nicating information about the activities of
the minority to Committee Members and
other Members of the House.

RULE 3. SUBCOMMITTEES
STRUCTURE AND JURISDICTION

(a) The Committee shall have the following
standing Subcommittees with the jurisdic-
tion indicated.

(1) Subcommittee on Energy and Environment

Legislative jurisdiction and general over-
sight and investigative authority on all mat-
ters relating to energy research, develop-
ment, and demonstration and projects there-
for, commercial application of energy tech-
nology, and environmental research includ-
ing:

Department of Energy research, develop-
ment, and demonstration programs;

Department of Energy laboratories;

Department of Energy science activities;

energy supply activities;

nuclear, solar and renewable energy, and
other advanced energy technologies;

uranium supply and enrichment, and De-
partment of Energy waste management and
environment, safety, and health activities as
appropriate;

fossil energy research and development;

clean coal technology;

energy conservation research and develop-
ment;

energy aspects of climate change;

pipeline research, development, and dem-
onstration projects;

energy and environmental standards;

energy conservation including building
performance, alternate fuels for and im-
proved efficiency of vehicles, distributed
power systems, and industrial process im-
provements;

Environmental Protection Agency
search and development programs;

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Admin-
istration, including all activities related to

re-
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weather, weather services, climate, and the
atmosphere, and marine fisheries, and oce-
anic research;

risk assessment activities; and

scientific issues related to environmental
policy, including climate change.

(2) Subcommittee on Technology and Innovation

Legislative jurisdiction and general over-
sight and investigative authority on all mat-
ters relating to competitiveness, technology,
standards, and innovation:

standardization of weights and measures
including technical standards, standardiza-
tion, and conformity assessment;

measurement, including the metric system
of measurement;

the Technology Administration of the De-
partment of Commerce;

the National Institute of Standards and
Technology;

the National Technical Information Serv-
ice;

competitiveness, including small business
competitiveness;

tax, antitrust, regulatory and other legal
and governmental policies as they relate to
technological development and commer-
cialization;

technology transfer including civilian use
of defense technologies;

patent and intellectual property policy;

international technology trade;

research, development, and demonstration
activities of the Department of Transpor-
tation;

surface and water transportation research,
development, and demonstration programs;

earthquake programs (except for NSF) and
fire research programs including those re-
lated to wildfire proliferation research and
prevention;

biotechnology policy;

research, development, demonstration, and
standards related activities of the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security;

Small Business Innovation Research and
Technology Transfer; and

voting technologies and standards.

(3) Subcommittee on Research and Science Edu-
cation

Legislative jurisdiction and general over-
sight and investigative authority on all mat-
ters relating to science policy and science
education including:

Office of Science and Technology Policy;

all scientific research, and scientific and
engineering resources (including human re-
sources), math, science and engineering edu-
cation;

intergovernmental mechanisms for re-
search, development, and demonstration and
cross-cutting programs;

international scientific cooperation;

National Science Foundation, including
NSF earthquake programs;

university research policy, including infra-
structure and overhead;

university research partnerships, including
those with industry;

science scholarships;

issues relating to computers, communica-
tions, and information technology;

research and development relating to
health, biomedical, and nutritional pro-
grams;

to the extent appropriate, agricultural, ge-
ological, biological and life sciences re-
search; and

materials research, development, and dem-
onstration and policy.

(4) Subcommittee on Space and Aeronautics

Legislative jurisdiction and general over-
sight and investigative authority on all mat-
ters relating to astronautical and aero-
nautical research and development includ-
ing:
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national space policy, including access to
space;

sub-orbital access and applications;

National Aeronautics and Space Adminis-
tration and its contractor and government-
operated laboratories;

space commercialization including the
commercial space activities relating to the
Department of Transportation and the De-
partment of Commerce;

exploration and use of outer space;

international space cooperation;

National Space Council;

space applications, space communications
and related matters;

earth remote sensing policy;

civil aviation research, development, and
demonstration;

research, development, and demonstration
programs of the Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration; and

space law.
(5) Subcommittee on Investigations and Owver-

sight

General and special investigative and over-
sight authority on all matters within the ju-
risdiction of the Committee on Science and
Technology.

REFERRAL OF LEGISLATION

(b) The Chairman shall refer all legislation
and other matters referred to the Committee
to the Subcommittee or Subcommittees of
appropriate primary and secondary jurisdic-
tion within two (2) weeks unless the Chair-
man deems consideration is to be by the Full
Committee. Subcommittee Chairmen may
make requests for referral of specific mat-
ters to their Subcommittee within the two
(2) week period if they believe Subcommittee
jurisdictions so warrant.

EX-OFFICIO MEMBERS

(¢c) The Chairman and Ranking Minority
Member shall serve as ex-officio Members of
all Subcommittees and shall have the right
to vote and be counted as part of the quorum
and ratios on all matters before the Sub-
committee.

PROCEDURES

(d) No Subcommittee shall meet for mark-
up or approval when any other Sub-
committee of the Committee or the Full
Committee is meeting to consider any meas-
ure or matter for markup or approval.

(e) BEach Subcommittee is authorized to
meet, hold hearings, receive evidence, and
report to the Committee on all matters re-
ferred to it. For matters within its jurisdic-
tion, each Subcommittee is authorized to
conduct legislative, investigative, fore-
casting, and general oversight hearings; to
conduct inquiries into the future; and to un-
dertake budget impact studies. Sub-
committee Chairmen shall set meeting dates
after consultation with the Chairman and
other Subcommittee Chairmen with a view
toward avoiding simultaneous scheduling of
Committee and Subcommittee meetings or
hearings wherever possible.

(f) Any Member of the Committee may
have the privilege of sitting with any Sub-
committee during its hearings or delibera-
tions and may participate in such hearings
or deliberations, but no such Member who is
not a Member of the Subcommittee shall
vote on any matter before such Sub-
committee, except as provided in Rule 3(c).

(g) During any Subcommittee proceeding
for markup or approval, a record vote may
be had at the request of one (1) or more
Members of that Subcommittee.

RULE 4. REPORTS
SUBSTANCE OF LEGISLATIVE REPORTS

(a) The report of the Committee on a meas-
ure which has been approved by the Com-
mittee shall include the following, to be pro-
vided by the Committee:
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(1) the oversight findings and recommenda-
tions required pursuant to Rule X 2(b)(1) of
the Rules of the House of Representatives,
separately set out and identified [XIII, 3(c)];

(2) the statement required by section 308(a)
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, sep-
arately set out and identified, if the measure
provides new budget authority or new or in-
creased tax expenditures as specified in
[XIII, 3( ¢ }(2)1;

(3) with respect to reports on a bill or joint
resolution of a public character, a ‘‘Constitu-
tional Authority Statement’ citing the spe-
cific powers granted to Congress by the Con-
stitution pursuant to which the bill or joint
resolution is proposed to be enacted.

(4) with respect to each record vote on a
motion to report any measure or matter of a
public character, and on any amendment of-
fered to the measure or matter, the total
number of votes cast for and against, and the
names of those Members voting for and
against, shall be included in the Committee
report on the measure or matter;

(5) the estimate and comparison prepared
by the Committee under Rule XIII, clause
3(d)(2) of the Rules of the House of Rep-
resentatives, unless the estimate and com-
parison prepared by the Director of the Con-
gressional Budget Office prepared under sub-
paragraph 2 of this Rule has been timely sub-
mitted prior to the filing of the report and
included in the report [XIII, 3(d)(3)(D)];

(6) in the case of a bill or joint resolution
which repeals or amends any statute or part
thereof, the text of the statute or part there-
of which is proposed to be repealed, and a
comparative print of that part of the bill or
joint resolution making the amendment and
of the statute or part thereof proposed to be
amended [Rule XIII, clause 3];

(7) a transcript of the markup of the meas-
ure or matter unless waived under Rule 2(v);
and,

(8) a statement of general performance
goals and objectives, including outcome-re-
lated goals and objectives, for which the
measure authorizes funding. [XIII, 3(c)]

(b) The report of the Committee on a meas-
ure which has been approved by the Com-
mittee shall further include the following, to
be provided by sources other than the Com-
mittee:

(1) the estimate and comparison prepared
by the Director of the Congressional Budget
Office required under section 403 of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974, separately set
out and identified, whenever the Director (if
timely, and submitted prior to the filing of
the report) has submitted such estimate and
comparison of the Committee [XIII, clauses
2-4];

(2) if the Committee has not received prior
to the filing of the report the material re-
quired under paragraph (I) of this Rule, then
it shall include a statement to that effect in
the report on the measure.

MINORITY AND ADDITIONAL VIEWS [XI 2(L)]

(c) If, at the time of approval of any meas-
ure or matter by the Committee, any Mem-
ber of the Committee gives notice of inten-
tion to file supplemental, minority, or addi-
tional views, that Member shall be entitled
to not less than two (2) subsequent calendar
days after the day of such notice (excluding
Saturdays, Sundays, and legal holidays) in
which to file such views, in writing and
signed by that Member, with the clerk of the
Committee. All such views so filed by one (1)
or more Members of the Committee shall be
included within, and shall be a part of, the
report filed by the Committee with respect
to that measure or matter. The report of the
Committee upon that measure or matter
shall be printed in a single volume which
shall include all supplemental, minority, or
additional views, which have been submitted
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by the time of the filing of the report, and
shall bear upon its cover a recital that any
such supplemental, minority, or additional
views (and any material submitted under
Rule 4(b)(1)) are included as part of the re-
port. However, this rule does not preclude (1)
the immediate filing or printing of a Com-
mittee report unless timely request for the
opportunity to file supplemental, minority,
or additional views has been made as pro-
vided by this Rule or (2) the filing by the
Committee of any supplemental report upon
any measure or matter which may be re-
quired for the correction of any technical
error in a previous report made by that Com-
mittee upon that measure or matter.

(d) The Chairman of the Committee or
Subcommittee, as appropriate, shall advise
Members of the day and hour when the time
for submitting views relative to any given
report elapses. No supplemental, minority,
or additional views shall be accepted for in-
clusion in the report if submitted after the
announced time has elapsed unless the
Chairman of the Committee or Sub-
committee, as appropriate, decides to extend
the time for submission of views beyond the
two (2) subsequent calendar days after the
day of notice, in which case he shall commu-
nicate such fact to Members, including the
revised day and hour for submissions to be
received, without delay.

CONSIDERATION OF SUBCOMMITTEE REPORTS

(e) After ordering a measure or matter re-
ported, a Subcommittee shall issue a Sub-
committee report in such form as the Chair-
man shall specify. Reports and recommenda-
tions of a Subcommittee shall not be consid-
ered by the Full Committee until after the
intervention of 48 hours, excluding Satur-
days, Sundays and legal holidays, from the
time the report is submitted and made avail-
able to full Committee membership and
printed hearings thereon shall be made
available, if feasible, to the Members, except
that this rule may be waived at the discre-
tion of the Chairman after consultation with
the Ranking Minority Member.

TIMING AND FILING OF COMMITTEE REPORTS

[XIII]

(f) It shall be the duty of the Chairman to
report or cause to be reported promptly to
the House any measure approved by the
Committee and to take or cause to be taken
the necessary steps to bring the matter to a
vote. To the maximum extent practicable,
the written report of the Committee on such
measures shall be made available to the
Committee membership for review at least 24
hours in advance of filing.

(g) The report of the Committee on a meas-
ure which has been approved by the Com-
mittee shall be filed within seven (7) cal-
endar days (exclusive of days on which the
House is not in session) after the day on
which there has been filed with the clerk of
the Committee a written request, signed by
the majority of the Members of the Com-
mittee, for the reporting of that measure.
Upon the filing of any such request, the
clerk of the Committee shall transmit imme-
diately to the Chairman of the Committee
notice of the filing of that request.

(h)(1) Any document published by the Com-
mittee as a House Report, other than a re-
port of the Committee on a measure which
has been approved by the Committee, shall
be approved by the Committee at a meeting,
and Members shall have the same oppor-
tunity to submit views as provided for in
Rule 4(c).

(2) Subject to paragraphs (3) and (4), the
Chairman may approve the publication of
any document as a Committee print which in
his discretion he determines to be useful for
the information of the Committee.

(3) Any document to be published as a
Committee print which purports to express
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the views, findings, conclusions, or rec-

ommendations of the Committee or any of

its Subcommittees must be approved by the

Full Committee or its Subcommittees, as ap-

plicable, in a meeting or otherwise in writing

by a majority of the Members, and such

Members shall have the right to submit sup-

plemental, minority, or additional views for

inclusion in the print within at least 48

hours after such approval.

(4) Any document to be published as a
Committee print other than a document de-
scribed in paragraph (3) of this Rule: (A)
shall include on its cover the following state-
ment: ‘“This document has been printed for
informational purposes only and does not
represent either findings or recommenda-
tions adopted by this Committee;” and (B)
shall not be published following the sine die
adjournment of a Congress, unless approved
by the Chairman of the Full Committee after
consultation with the Ranking Minority
Member of the Full Committee.

(i) A report of an investigation or study
conducted jointly by this Committee and one
(1) or more other Committee(s) may be filed
jointly, provided that each of the Commit-
tees complies independently with all require-
ments for approval and filing of the report.

(j) After an adjournment of the last regular
session of a Congress sine die, an investiga-
tive or oversight report approved by the
Committee may be filed with the Clerk at
any time, provided that if a member gives
notice at the time of approval of intention to
file supplemental, minority, or additional
views, that member shall be entitled to not
less than seven (7) calendar days in which to
submit such views for inclusion with the re-
port.

(k) After an adjournment sine die of the
last regular session of a Congress, the Chair-
man may file the Committee’s Activity Re-
port for that Congress under clause 1(d)(1) of
Rule XI of the Rules of the House with the
Clerk of the House at anytime and without
the approval of the Committee, provided
that a copy of the report has been available
to each member of the Committee for at
least seven (7) calendar days and that the re-
port includes any supplemental, minority, or
additional views submitted by a member of
the Committee. [XI 1(d), XI 1(d)(4)]

OVERSIGHT REPORTS

(1) A proposed investigative or oversight
report shall be considered as read if it has
been available to the members of the Com-
mittee for at least 24 hours (excluding Satur-
days, Sundays, or legal holidays except when
the House is in session on such day). [XI
1(b)(2)]

LEGISLATIVE AND OVERSIGHT JURIS-
DICTION OF THE COMMITTEE ON
SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY
Rule X. Organization of Committees.
Committees and their legislative jurisdic-

tions.

1. There shall be in the House the following
standing Committees, each of which shall
have the jurisdiction and related functions
assigned to it by this clause and clauses 2, 3,
and 4. All bills, resolutions, and other mat-
ters relating to subjects within the jurisdic-
tion of the standing Committees listed in
this clause shall be referred to those Com-
mittees, in accordance with clause 2 of rule
XII, as follows:

(0) Committee on Science and Technology.

(1) All energy research, development, and
demonstration, and projects therefor, and all
federally owned or operated nonmilitary en-
ergy laboratories.

(2) Astronautical research and develop-
ment, including resources, personnel, equip-
ment, and facilities.

(3) Civil aviation research and develop-
ment.
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(4) Environmental research and develop-
ment.

(5) Marine research.

(6) Commercial application of energy tech-
nology.

(7) National Institute of Standards and
Technology, standardization of weights and
measures and the metric system.

(8) National Aeronautics and Space Admin-
istration.

(9) National Space Council.

(10) National Science Foundation.

(11) National Weather Service.

(12) Outer space, including exploration and
control thereof.

(13) Science Scholarships.

(14) Scientific research, development, and
demonstration, and projects therefor.

SPECIAL OVERSIGHT FUNCTIONS

3.(k) The Committee on Science and Tech-
nology shall review and study on a con-
tinuing basis laws, programs, and Govern-
ment activities relating to nonmilitary re-
search and development.

————

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. GEORGE
MILLER) is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California
addressed the House. His remarks will
appear hereafter in the Extensions of
Remarks.)

——
0 1530
A MANDATE FOR CHANGE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WOOLSEY)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, on
Tuesday, November 7, the American
public sent a powerful, unmistakable
message to their elected leaders in
Washington.

They want change. They are fed up
with the corruption and sick of the in-
fighting. But most importantly, voters,
with a strong and decisive voice, de-
manded a change in our government’s
Iraq policy.

Last Wednesday, when the President
addressed the Nation, and again last
night when he came to this Chamber
and called for an increase in troops,
without mentioning an exit plan or a
plan to care for our returning veterans,
he proved yet again that he isn’t going
to listen to the voters. He doesn’t care
about what the polls say about the or-
dinary person and not liking what he is
doing in Iraq. He won’t listen to his
commanders. And, in fact, those who
disagree with him are either fired or
transferred. And his own Republican
Party that is coming out against this
occupation in Iraq are being ignored.

In giving Democrats a majority, Mr.
Speaker, Americans did not give my
party a mandate simply to work with
the President, or to wait for cues from
any blue ribbon committee. No, the
people told us to correct the President,
challenge the President, and to con-
front the President on the moral chal-
lenge of our times.

The message is clear. The American
public has directed the Congress to be
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bold, to change course in Iraq and hav-
ing our main goal be that of bringing
our troops home.

Yet there remains a debate within
this Congress on what it means to op-
pose the war. There are some who
claim to oppose it, even while arguing
that we cannot bring our troops home
right away, that to do so would be cat-
astrophic. But how could it get more
catastrophic than fueling a dev-
astating, homegrown insurgency in
Iraq? The catastrophe is continuing to
foment a civil war, a war that is tear-
ing a proud nation apart at the seams.

This current policy is the catas-
trophe. Staying the course at this
point will only plunge Iraq further into
the abyss, costing thousands more
American and Iraqi lives.

There are others who claim that
while they oppose the war, they sup-
port the troops, and, they say, sup-
porting a withdrawal would dishonor
them. But is it honoring these brave
men and women, some of the best
America has to offer, to leave them in
a dangerous, unwinnable situation? No.
Honoring them means bringing them
home to their families and strength-
ening a Veterans Administration
health care system that has been all
but laid to waste by the Bush adminis-
tration in recent years.

Every day that we remain in Iraq is
a day that we shortchange our prior-
ities right here at home. This occupa-
tion has already cost over $300 billion,
approximately $11 million every hour
of every day, 7 days a week, 24 hours a
day. The total cost is now projected to
surpass the cost of the entire Vietnam
war.

This is an astronomical, irresponsible
sum, a sum that would be better used
here at home to improve our schools,
provide quality health care, put Ameri-
cans back to work and help Iraq re-
build its economy and its infrastruc-
ture.

In January of 2005, I came down here
to the floor of the United States House
of Representatives and, as the first
Member of Congress, demanded that
the President put together a plan to
bring our troops home. Since then I
have followed up with public forums,
resolutions, forced votes and these
nightly speeches, which tonight makes
181, all designed to build support for a
movement to end the occupation.

Many times along the way, and going
as far back as 2002, when we first de-
bated the Iraq invasion, the right wing
and their media mouthpieces greeted
me and other antiwar leaders with the
usual smears and jeers. But who will
history judge as calling this one cor-
rectly?

Everyone but the blindest Bush-Che-
ney loyalist recognizes that Iraq has
been an unmitigated disaster, a stra-
tegic blunder and moral failing of his-
toric proportions.

Today, because of the pressure applied by
the anti-war camp, | stand with the majority of
the American public and with a growing num-
ber of elected leaders from both parties in op-
posing this occupation.
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We were right in 2002, and we are still
right—withdrawing our troops is the only hu-
mane, sensible option we have left.

Congress has the power to end this occupa-
tion. We must stand up to our responsibility
and bring every pressure to bear on this ad-
ministration. We must use every lever and
pursue any avenue to hold them accountable
for their immeasurable failures in Iraq.

This is not just another priority for the new
Congress. According to the voters who have
elected us, this is the 110th Congress’ most
solemn duty.

That is why last week, along with 25 of my
colleagues, | introduced the “Bring the Troops
Home and Iraq Sovereignty Restoration Act.”
This is the only comprehensive bill that will
provide for a safe return of our troops,
strengthen Iraqi institutions and provide for our
veterans.

| urge my colleagues to cosponsor H.R. 508
today and to send a clear message to our
President that—in absence of a real plan from
him—Congress is ready to bring our troops
home.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
JOHNSON of Georgia). Under a previous
order of the House, the gentlewoman
from North Carolina (Ms. FOXX) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

(Ms. FOXX addressed the House. Her
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.)

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. PALLONE addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

———

STRATEGY FOR IRAQ

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WATERS) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, last
night the President reiterated his plans
to send more troops to Iraq, despite bi-
partisan opposition in Congress and the
opposition of most Americans.

Iraq is in a civil war. The violence
that plagues Iraq is increasing, and our
troops are caught in the middle of Iraqi
sectarian violence. We have lost 3,032 of
our brave men and women in this war.

Mr. Speaker and Members, despite
the fact that the President talks about
his surge, or what we know it to be, an
expansion, we have to remember, these
are not new boots on the ground. These
tours are being extended. These tours
are being extended, and some of our
men and women in the military are
being asked to extend their tours two
and three times. They are also short-
ening the length of time that these sol-
diers have at home. Many of them, who
have been on two tours and expect to
go home and spend a little time with
their families, are being told, no, you
won’t be able to spend the time that
you thought you were going to be able
to spend. You have got to come back
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after having been home a shorter pe-
riod of time. Even the National Guard.
They are now eliminating the limita-
tions on how many times they can be
called up for Active Duty. So these are
not new boots on the ground.

As the Iraq Study Group noted in its
report, ‘‘Attacks against U.S. coalition
and Iraqi security forces are persistent
and growing. Total attacks in October
2006 averaged 180 per day, up from 70
per day in January 2006. Daily attacks
against Iraqi security forces in October
were more than double the level in
January. Attacks against civilians in
October were four times higher than in
January. Some 3,000 Iraqi civilians are
killed every month.”

The United Nations estimated that
more than 34,000 civilians were vio-
lently killed across Iraq in 2006, with
an average of 94 killed every day.

The U.S. Department of Defense
claims that the number of Iraqis that
are trained and equipped is increasing
each month. In fact, they claim that
there are almost 300,000 Iraqis trained.

However, our troops are in a difficult
situation, and they cannot trust many
of those who serve in Iraq’s security
forces. For example, American troops
often complain that Iraqi police and
soldiers tip off the targets of raids
ahead of time. American troops also
say that Iraqis flee during some of the
security operations. It is also reported
that the Iraqi desertion rate is high
among those who serve in Iraqi secu-
rity forces. Sending more U.S. troops
to Iraq will only put more of them at
risk.

Mr. Speaker, and Members, I am wor-
ried. I am worried that our Nation, our
Commander in Chief is on the path to
confrontation with al-Sadr and al-Sadr
City, and I believe that this is going to
be disastrous.

First of all, I don’t trust Maliki, who
is friends with al-Sadr. Remember
when the President of the United
States went to Jordan to meet with
Maliki, he was stopped from going into
that meeting by al-Sadr. He finally did
meet before he left Jordan, but that
was an exercise of power by al-Sadr.
And I don’t want this confrontation.

There are over 50,000 Iraqis in that
militia, and I don’t want our soldiers,
with so-called Iraqi soldiers working
with them, fighting with us, who may
desert them, who may tip them off, to
confront this militia. I want our sol-
diers out of there before it happens.

On Saturday, I will be marching with
Representative LYNN WOOLSEY and
thousands of other Americans who
want to end this war and bring our
troops home. The rally that is going to
be held here in Washington, D.C., will
attract millions, and we will send a
clear message to President Bush and
his administration that we have had
enough. It is time to bring our troops
home, and it is time to use diplomacy
to stabilize Iraq and the Middle East
region.

Mr. Speaker, and Members, we have
Members of Congress who voted to sup-
port the Commander in Chief. They
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voted to go into this war. But many of
them are saying to us today, if they
had known then what they know now,
they never would have taken that vote
to send our troops into that war.

Of course, we don’t have to say it,
but we must remind people over and
over again, there were no weapons of
mass destruction. There was no reason
for us to go into Iraq. We have desta-
bilized Iraq. We are destabilizing the
entire Middle East, and we cannot win
with this strategy that the President
has employed.

And I would simply say to my col-
leagues, please do everything you can
to help get us out.

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr.
JONES) is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. JONES of North Carolina ad-
dressed the House. His remarks will ap-
pear hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. BURTON of Indiana addressed
the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. DEFAZIO addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

———

IRAQ

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Hampshire (Mr.
HODES) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HODES. Mr. Speaker. Last night
I watched the State of the Union Ad-
dress in this hall for the first time as a
Member of Congress. While I found the
pageantry inspiring, I wish I could say
the same about the speech itself.

We heard another attempt to allay
with hollow rhetoric the concerns of an
alarmed Nation about the war in Iraq.
And rather than seizing an opportunity
to level with the American people and
set the new course they rightly de-
mand, the administration, once again,
chose to cling to its delusions and in-
sist that its failing policies be enacted.

In 2003, the administration requested
and received from Congress authority
to invade Iraq on the basis of the claim
that Iraq possessed weapons of mass
destruction and presented an imminent
threat to our national security. Senior
administration officials claimed that
the Iraqi Government was connected
with the al Qaeda terrorists who per-
petrated the attacks of September 11,
2001. And we now know that neither the
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premise for the invasion and subse-
quent occupation of Iraq nor the claim
of a connection to 9/11 was true.

After the fall of Baghdad, the admin-
istration sent in officials with little or
no knowledge and understanding of
Iraq, its people, its culture or its poli-
tics. Costly mistakes, including the
dismantling of the army and the fail-
ure to secure weapons stockpiles, paved
the way for the current situation in
Iraq: More than $450 billion spent with
billions unaccounted for; an undepend-
able Iraqi Government, unwilling or in-
capable of controlling warring sects in
their militias; more than 3,000 Amer-
ican deaths, and more than 25,000 sol-
diers maimed or grievously wounded;
hundreds of thousands of Iraqi civilians
killed, wounded or driven from their
homes by sectarian violence; and a pro-
found loss of respect for our country in
the region and around the world.

All in all, it constitutes an unparal-
leled foreign policy disaster for the
United States.

The administration still has no plans
for a responsible exit strategy to pro-
tect our security. And unbelievably,
the administration wants to send an
additional 21,000 troops to Iraq.

The proposal is a cavalier rejection
of the sound views of the American
people, the consensus of the bipartisan
Iraq Study Group, and the counsel of
wise military commanders.

In a city of some 7 million people,
and without a unified government or
the infrastructure to provide jobs to an
ever more agitated population, an in-
jection of 20,000 troops will not suc-
ceed. It can only stoke the flames of
chaos and bloodshed in Iraq.

Our national strategic interests, Mr.
Speaker, require a change of course,
not an escalation. The imperative to
support our troops requires a change of
course, not an escalation.

Last year the Republican-controlled
House declared in the defense author-
ization bill that 2006 would be a year of
transition to Iraqi control of Iraq, and
that redeployment would begin at that
point. Yet here we are in 2007 with the
administration calling for an esca-
lation supported by many in this body.

In my judgment, Mr. Speaker, the
time has come and gone for this Con-
gress to say ‘‘enough is enough.” The
time has come and gone for statements
of concern. The time has come and
gone for ‘‘trust but verify.” The situa-
tion in Iraq is dire.

It is now time for this Congress to do
what the American people said so
clearly in November that they wanted
us to do: Change the course in Iraq. We
have a saying in my home State in New
Hampshire, ‘“When you’re in a hole,
stop digging.”

Mr. Speaker, I support our valiant
troops, and I oppose the administra-
tion’s proposed escalation. I resolve to
work with my colleagues over the com-
ing weeks for a concrete new direction
in Iraq. In the absence of an acceptable
plan from the President, the American
people are calling upon Congress to
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lead the way. Popular demand for new
direction in Iraq is, in large part, the
reason I am here in Washington and
the reason Democrats now hold the
majority.
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We can no longer accept empty prom-
ises from the administration or hope
the administration will honestly con-
front the realty of its failures. The
American people are looking to this
Congress for leadership. They are impa-
tient. And we must and we will re-
spond.

CONGRESS SHOULD DUST OFF
OVERSIGHT PLAN FROM 30
YEARS AGO

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
JOHNSON of Georgia). Under a previous
order of the House, the gentleman from
California (Mr. SCHIFF) is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Speaker, in Decem-
ber 2005, we learned that the Bush ad-
ministration was using the National
Security Agency, the NSA, to eaves-
drop on Americans on U.S. soil without
a warrant or judicial oversight, in vio-
lation of the Foreign Intelligence Sur-
veillance Act.

Over a year later, Congress has yet to
address this issue, and the NSA’s secret
surveillance program has continued
unabated. Just last week the adminis-
tration continued its unilateral ap-
proach, announcing that mnotwith-
standing its protestations last year,
that it could not possibly allow the
Foreign Intelligence Surveillance
Court to oversee the NSA program; it
would now submit to the court’s juris-
diction, but not tell the Congress how
the Foreign Intelligence Surveillance
Court would oversee the program or
why its policies have changed.

When Members of Congress ques-
tioned the Attorney General and the
National Intelligence Director regard-
ing this shift in policy, both officials
refused to provide information regard-
ing the nature of the administration’s
new policy in this area.

Indeed, we have no idea whether the
administration is now seeking war-
rants on an individualized basis or
broad programmatic approval from the
Foreign Intelligence Surveillance
Court.

Congressional silence in this area and
others has had other repercussions.
Earlier this month Congress was again
caught by surprise when we learned
that the President has claimed poten-
tially sweeping new powers to open
Americans’ mail without a court war-
rant.

Again, the administration could ob-
tain a warrant, and quickly, from a
Foreign Intelligence Surveillance
Court judge, but has chosen not to sub-
mit this effort to court supervision. In-
terestingly, the developments over the
last year bear a striking resemblance
to events that occurred some 30 years
ago, when a series of troubling reports
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began appearing in the press con-
cerning domestic intelligence activi-
ties and surveillance of political activi-
ties of U.S. citizens.

These revelations and others revealed
by the Watergate scandal convinced
lawmakers that Congress had been too
permissive and trusting, failing to
carry out its oversight responsibilities
over the executive branch.

In response, a U.S. Senate committee
was formed to investigate intelligence
activities by the government. The
United States Senate Select Com-
mittee to Study Governmental Oper-
ations With Respect to Intelligence Ac-
tivities, commonly referred to as the
Church committee, after its Senate
chairman, issued more than 50,000
pages of reports in what is considered
the most comprehensive review of in-
telligence activities in the country.

Ironically, the reports included sec-
tions on mail opening as well as the
National Security Agency and fourth
amendment rights. In rebuffing recent
congressional requests for information
on the current NSA program, the ad-
ministration has made the argument
that the NSA surveillance program is
too sensitive to be shared with Con-
gress, even to Members in the classi-
fied setting.

When these same concerns were
weighed by the Church committee in
1975, the opposite result was reached,
with the committee refusing to neglect
its oversight responsibility merely be-
cause their work would be harder. In
fact, the extensive oversight and the
substantial record generated by the
Church committee inspired the cre-
ation of the Foreign Intelligence Sur-
veillance Act, and the Foreign Intel-
ligence Surveillance Court.

Both have worked effectively to en-
sure that the President has the tools
necessary to thwart attacks while en-
suring respect for the civil liberties of
Americans and the adherence to the
rule of law. FISA, as it is called, has
provided a measure of oversight over
foreign intelligence activities on U.S.
soil, and with it the confidence of the
American people.

This administration, however, has
undermined that trust by circum-
venting FISA. Congress should follow
the example of the Church committee,
by vigorously examining the NSA sur-
veillance program and determining
what legislative action is necessary.
The administration should cooperate
and work with Congress as we engage
in our oversight responsibilities, and
make the case for statutory change if
revisions are required to meet new
challenges in the war on terror.

If, however, the administration re-
jects congressional oversight in this
area and continues to defy requests for
information, Congress should seek
other means of redress. I have intro-
duced bipartisan legislation with Rep-
resentative JEFF FLAKE that can serve
as a basis for examining these issues
and restoring the rule of law.

The NSA Oversight Act, H.R. 11,
would reiterate existing law requiring
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court approval for the surveillance of
Americans on American soil, and would
provide greater oversight of NSA’s sur-
veillance activity. Our legislation also
makes some key changes to FISA in
order to streamline and expedite the
process in response to the administra-
tion’s argument that the current
framework was too cumbersome.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the Congress to
fully examine this issue, step up its
oversight responsibility, and take leg-
islative action if necessary.

———————

RECOGNIZING THE 35TH ANNIVER-
SARY OF THE D.C. PRESERVA-
TION LEAGUE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr. MIL-
LER) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. MILLER of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, Mr. TURNER of Ohio and I are
the cochairs of the Congressional His-
toric Preservation Caucus. I am proud
to rise today, as cochair of that caucus,
to recognize the 35th anniversary of
the District of Columbia Preservation
League.

In 1971 the old post office on Pennsyl-
vania Avenue was slated for demolition
to allow completion of an addition to
the Federal Triangle Building. In part,
to save that Washington landmark, the
DCPL, which is also known as Don’t
Tear it Down, was founded. And since
then, the DCPL has worked tirelessly
to preserve Washington’s historic
treasures and save many of the unique
features of this great city, the features
that really define our Nation’s capital.

Washington’s history and character
are among Washington’s greatest as-
sets, and are vital to the local eco-
nomic development efforts.

Advocacy and education have been at
the forefront of the DCPL’s mission.
The League has produced educational
programs, including tours, lectures,
newsletters and guides of historic dis-
tricts here in Washington, and since
1996 has annually published a list of
Washington’s most endangered places.

For the last 35 years, the DCPL has
prepared, sponsored, or cosponsored
more than 120 individual District of Co-
lumbia landmark nominations and
many historic district nominations
throughout the Nation’s Capital.

Mr. Speaker, this is just a sampling
of the efforts that the DCPL puts into
protecting the history of the District
of Columbia. I am sure the League will
continue to make invaluable contribu-
tions to this city, and every member of
the League, every member, every cit-
izen of the District of Columbia, has
every right to feel proud of the history
of the work, the legacy of the DCPL.

I urge all of the citizens of Wash-
ington and supporters of historic pres-
ervation around the country to join me
in commending the DCPL for its dedi-
cation and commitment to preserving
and protecting the history and environ-
ment of this city through the work of
advocacy and education.
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Mr. Speaker, I would also like to sub-
mit for the RECORD a resolution, a
proclamation by the Congressional His-
toric Preservation Caucus, recognizing
Thursday, January 25, 2007 as the
DCPL’s 35th anniversary.

Whereas, the DC Preservation League was
founded by dedicated volunteers in 1971 as
Don’t Tear It Down, to save the Old Post Of-
fice on Pennsylvania Avenue and other nota-
ble downtown buildings from Federal Gov-
ernment-sponsored demolition,

Whereas, Don’t Tear It Down worked to
provide protection for historic landmarks
and historic districts in the Nation’s Capital
through the establishment of the Historic
Landmark and Historic District Protection
Act (D.C. Law 2-144) in 1978,

Whereas, over the last 35 years the DC
Preservation League has prepared, sponsored
or co-sponsored more than 120 individual DC
Landmark nominations and numerous his-
toric district nominations throughout the
Nation’s Capital,

Whereas, to carry out its mission of preser-
vation advocacy and education, the DC Pres-
ervation League has produced educational
programs including tours, lectures, citywide
conferences, candidates’ forums, publica-
tions including newsletters, information bro-
chures and guides to historic districts, and
since 1996 has annually publicized a list of
Washington’s Most Endangered Places,

Whereas, the DC Preservation League
works with the government of the United
States, its federal agency representatives,
committees appointed by the President, and
organizations chartered by Congress to advo-
cate for the preservation of historic re-
sources as a vital component of the economic
and cultural life of our Nation’s Capital,

Whereas, the DC Preservation League is
supported by members, contributors and vol-
unteers from across the Washington, DC re-
gion who are dedicated to the promotion of
the history of the Nation’s Capital for visi-
tors and residents alike,

Whereas, the DC Preservation League will
celebrate 35 years of preservation activism
as Washington, DC’s only citywide non-profit
historic preservation organization at the his-
toric Willard InterContinental Hotel on
Thursday, January 25, 2007,

As co-chairs of the Congressional Historic
Preservation Caucus, we would like to recog-
nize January 25, 2007 as the DC Preservation
League’s 35th Anniversary.

—————

30-SOMETHING WORKING GROUP

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 18, 2007, the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. MEEK) is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the majority
leader.

Mr. MEEK of Florida. Thank you
very much, Mr. Speaker. It is an honor
to come before the House once again.
We have finished our work for the
week, and a lot has happened, a 1ot has
been said. As you know, the 30-Some-
thing Working Group, Mr. MURPHY, and
I are here today, my good friend from
Connecticut. We are going to talk
about some of the issues that have
been discussed over the last 24 hours on
the floor, some of the votes that we
have taken, even as it relates to last
week, some of the challenges that are
facing the country.

I know there will be other Members
of the 30-Something Working Group
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that may be joining us this afternoon.
I can tell you as we continue to move
forward in this 110th Congress, there is
a lot that the American people have to
be proud of at some level of accom-
plishment as it relates to issues that
are truly facing the American people.

Yesterday, Mr. Speaker, we had an
opportunity to hear from the President
of the United States. Some say that
there was some issues that he brought
to the table that are not new. He has
mentioned some of these issues before.
Alternative fuel, the issue of Iraq, talk-
ing about health care, still holding
onto the issue of savings accounts that
have been proposed in past State of the
Unions but haven’t been acted upon to
even bring about real changes as re-
lates to health care.

The President talked about earmarks
last night, Mr. Speaker. But it is inter-
esting under the Republican-controlled
Congress, that is when the earmarks
were out of control. And it was under
his watch and his party’s watch. And
now the President wants to be the
chief, I guess, the chief person who
says who gets an earmark and who does
not get an earmark. Earmark reform
was a part of the Democratic reform
package, and was not even really given
serious consideration until the Demo-
crats took control of the Congress.

The glaring issue as it relates to
Iraq, and Mr. MURPHY and I and Mr.
RYAN were talking about this just yes-
terday, it is obvious that the American
people voted for change in the last
election, and that the President con-
tinues to march in the opposite direc-
tion of the American people. The
American people are ready to go in a
new direction. The President seems
like he is ready to go and continue to
keep going in the old direction.

The new direction, redeployment of
troops, working in a diplomatic way,
following some of the Iraq Study Group
recommendations of talking with Iran
and Syria, and I would even add Tur-
key if we want to look at a diplomatic
resolution to what is happening in the
Middle East, making sure that our
troops are safe, making sure that we
take the training wheels off the Iraqi
Government train, redeploy, diplo-
matic mission.

The President seems to think that
the answer is to have an escalation in
troops. The American people are look-
ing for escalation in the truth, not the
troops. And also the President has spo-
ken of giving him a chance for his plan
to work. Well, I can tell you that the
American people have given the Presi-
dent a lot of latitude as it relates to
Iraq. I think it is important, I take
from Senator WARNER’s, and I can talk,
I have a number of quotes here on the
escalation of troops from Senator WAR-
NER, the former chairman, who is a Re-
publican, the former chairman of the
Senate Armed Services Committee.

I can also take from our colleagues
who spoke after the President spoke
yesterday and prior to his speech yes-
terday, that contradict or are going in
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a new direction as it relates to Iraq and
what the American people called for,
versus what they did not call for, more
of the same.
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So hopefully, Mr. MURPHY, we will
talk a little bit about some of this
today.

There are some other issues, as it re-
lates to the State of the Union speech,
that we can get into, but I think it is
important, we spent a lot of time yes-
terday talking about bipartisanship,
we spent a lot of time yesterday saying
the President had an opportunity, and
we hoped that he would come and share
with us, hold up issues such as the min-
imum wage that we passed overwhelm-
ingly on this floor that he is ready to
sign. We thought that he would come
to the floor saying, I want to work
with the leaders here in the House on
the minority and majority side on
passing real health care on behalf of
millions of Americans that are without
health care. Those things did not come
out.

I can say that the Americans, Mr.
Speaker, that were pointed out yester-
day in the gallery by the President,
well-noted heroes and ‘‘she-roes’ that
were sitting up there, this State of the
Union was about a state of the Union,
and I can tell you, hearing last night’s
speech, we have a lot of work ahead of
us, Democrats and Republicans. So I
am excited about that opportunity.

I yield to my good friend, Mr. MUR-
PHY of Connecticut.

Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut. I
thank you, Mr. MEEK.

It is an honor to be standing in the
traditional place of Mr. RYAN today,
and I will attempt to equal at least
half of his eloquence on this floor.

You are right, I think there are a lot
of missing pieces from that speech last
night. It was my first opportunity to
sit and listen to a Presidential State of
the Union, and you couldn’t help but
leave disappointed. There were a lot of
promises that I think the American
people were looking to be fulfilled in
that speech.

Mr. MEEK, I think you were exactly
right when you talked about a sense of
bipartisanship, which I think is infec-
tious in this building right now due to
the first 100-hours agenda that, as we
know, drew bipartisan support, on av-
erage 60 Members of the other aisle
supporting each piece of that 100-hours
agenda. That bipartisanship seems to
be lost when it comes to the issue of
Iraaq.

It doesn’t go without note that since
the President had unveiled his plan to
escalate this war, to put another 21,000
brave men and women in harm’s way to
do a job that Colin Powell and others
will tell you 100,000 people can’t do.

Mr. MEEK of Florida. Mr. MURPHY,
will you yield for a moment?

I was kind of paying attention to the
room last night when the President
said, ‘““‘Give my plan a chance to work.”
Now, if you kind of look on the gauge
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of who stands up for that or who claps
for it, I can tell you that it was luke-
warm on the Republican side, and defi-
nitely over here on the Democratic side
it was more of the same.

I mean, you made it to Congress, 1
made it back to Congress with a mes-
sage that we were going to move in a
new direction. And I believe that we
will have a majority, and I am not just
talking about a Democratic majority,
if it comes down to a question, I know
they had some action on the other side
of the Capitol dome today, on this very
issue of the escalation of the troops,
and we have quotes here that will be on
the 30-Something Web site I know,
hopefully, by the end of the week of
Senators, Representatives and others
that have said just the contrary to
what the President said last night. So
I believe that there is some hope on the
Iraq issue.

Now, the Republican leadership is
not necessarily there where we need
them to be. And you heard me say once
before that I am not upset with certain
Members that are not following the
will and the desire of the American
people. The good thing about the U.S.
House of Representatives is we are all
up for reelection in 23, 24 months from
now, and we have to be accountable.
And if Members want to follow leader-
ship, or whoever they think that is
going to share with them how they
should vote and what they should stand
for on all these different issues, then I
think it is important that they realize
that we are going to have an election,
and that you have got to go home, you
have to explain why you voted for more
of the same.

I believe that we are getting to a
head here. And the good thing about
being in the majority is that we have
the opportunity, we used to give
speeches on this floor, Mr. MURPHY,
saying if we are blessed enough to have
the opportunity to be in the majority
to lead the American agenda, the
American people, everyday Americans
who wants accountability and who
pray and look for bipartisanship, look
for leadership, we will give it to them,
and that is what we are going to have
a chance to do.

Thank you for yielding. I just wanted
to point that out because that was an
observation. And while I am speaking,
if you want, I will yield to you so that
we can drive this home, because we
want to break this down because we
don’t want Members to go back to
their districts and say, you know, I
didn’t understand that. We want indi-
viduals to be able to pull the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD and say, wow, how
couldn’t you understand it; it was men-
tioned 10 or 12 times in a given day on
the reason why we were doing what we
did.

Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut. Mr.
MEEK, you are very right. And I am
glad those quotes are going to be on
the 30-Something Web site because it
really is a cross-section of this Cham-
ber, the people who have been really
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speaking out and asking the President
to revisit this plan to escalate the war.
You have dozens of Republicans, more
every day, that are coming out and
suggesting that there has got to be a
plan C, right? Plan A we know didn’t
work; we are now debating plan B,
which everyone from foreign policy ex-
perts to the President’s own military
advisors suggest won’t work.

And we hope that some of the folks
watching us on C-SPAN right now
caught some of the hearings, Mr. MEEK,
before the Armed Services Committees
and other relevant committees because
you have heard some remarkable testi-
mony from the President’s own mili-
tary leaders expressing grave doubts
about this plan to put new troops into
Iraq and into Baghdad.

So we have got both sides of the aisle
coming together and saying, listen,
let’s sit down and talk about plan C,
because that is what this is about. This
is not about just standing up here in
front of TV cameras and telling people
the President’s plan doesn’t work; it
has got to be about setting another
way. And there are other ways. We can
talk about the redeployment of troops.
We can talk about starting to rebuild
our credibility in the world.

The President talked last night, Mr.
MEEK, about the unification of the
world’s communities around the Presi-
dent’s strategy. Well, that certainty
doesn’t comport with reality, it doesn’t
comport with what we are seeing; but
it doesn’t mean that the opportunity is
lost, it doesn’t mean that we still can’t
go back to the world community and
say, let’s together build a new strategy
to get ourselves out of Iraq in a way
that leaves that country as stable as
we can.

And, Mr. MEEK, I don’t know about
you, but I think we can still do that.
And I am actually interested. The
President is going to speak to our
issues conference in a week and a half,
and I know there is some grumbling
about that, but I am actually looking
forward to him coming to us so that we
might be able to have another chance
to persuade him to work with both
sides of the aisle here on this floor to
come up with a new strategy that will
allow us to lend stability to that coun-
try and rebuild the world community,
and do it in a way that doesn’t put
more and more troops of ours in harm’s
way. And I know, Mr. MEEK, of other
Members who have been here much
longer than I believe that we can do
that together.

Mr. MEEK of Florida. We can do it
together. And I can tell you, Mr.
Speaker, that it can be done.

Let’s just put it this way: It is the
new direction versus more of the same.
There are Members of Congress that
are saying that they are on board on
the new direction. There are troops in
Iraq that are saying that they are on
board for a new direction. And I can
tell you from 4 years on the Armed
Services Committee that looking in
the eyes of the commanders when they

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

come, they are also looking for a new
direction. And even, Mr. Speaker, when
the President puts forth this Iraq
Study Group that brought forth rec-
ommendations on the direction we
should move in, the President says,
thank you very much for your input, I
appointed you, bipartisan commission,
but we are going to send new troops to
Iraq, and that is the answer.

I am not a Member of Congress with
a conspiracy theory, but I will say that
the President sent the 20,000 additional
troops before we had an opportunity to
really look at what is happening or
what has been happening in the time
that our committee rooms have sat
with the lights off. We didn’t have
hearings in the 109th Congress. NANCY
PELOSI wasn’t Speaker of the House.
The will and the desire wasn’t there to
find out what is happening with all the
supplemental money that we have
given towards Iraq and Afghanistan
and other issues that we paid for that
didn’t go through the regular budget
process.

Now we are going to have an oppor-
tunity, hopefully, in speaking with Mr.
MURTHA, who is the chairman of the
Defense Subcommittee on Defense. He
is asking questions. They are having
hearings. Brass and suits together are
coming in to answer the tough ques-
tions about, well, what happened to the
money we have already given you?

When you look at companies like—we
talked about Halliburton, and we
talked about some of these other com-
panies that have run away with these
dollars, we talked about the U.S.
troops that are being there, let’s talk
about the mercenaries that are there.
Let’s talk about the hired individuals
that are there to carry out missions
that are not wearing a U.S. flag on
their shoulders, but they are contrac-
tors to carry out security missions for
convoys. There are a number of those
individuals that are dying, and they
are not being counted in the troop cal-
culation. And many of those individ-
uals, Mr. Speaker, are former members
of our military Armed Forces. I know
for a fact that some of these companies
are providing even better incentives,
much greater, sometimes twice that
our men and women are earning in uni-
form. So after their time is up, as we
give the military their ability, because
s0 many individuals have been de-
ployed two and three times, and when
their time is up as it relates to their
service, to get them to reenlist we
incentivize them mnot only through
monetary means, but also the ability
to move up the ladder.

At the same time you have the pri-
vate sector that understands that same
philosophy, Mr. Speaker and Members,
and they are incentivizing them to go
into the private side of it. And these
individuals are securing the convoys,
securing some of the facilities that are
there, carrying out some missions. And
they are replacing, because we talk
about the coalition, if you want to
break that down, I mean, we have U.S.
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men and women in uniform, and then
U.S. contractors. It is not Great Brit-
ain, it is not some of the other folks
that people are talking about, the coa-
lition of the few, the United States of
America and U.S. contractors. Guess
what? U.S. taxpayers are paying for
that. So I think it is important, the
issues that we talked about.

I have Senator WARNER here, I men-
tioned him earlier, the Republican
from Virginia. Basically he is saying
after the speech last night, to place our
U.S. men in the middle of a fight be-
tween Sunnis and Shiites is not the
right time to do that.

You also have CHUCK HAGEL. Senator
HAGEL has also said, Republican, has
said that he thinks the speech that was
given last night by the President rep-
resents the most dangerous foreign pol-
icy blunder in this country since Viet-
nam. If it is carried out, he would have
to resist it. He said, “‘I will resist it.”
This is not what Democrats are saying.
People have heard what we had to say.
Now we have Republicans that have
heard the voice of the American people
that are saying, if I am going to stay in
the U.S. Congress, I am not appointed,
I am elected, if I am going to stay in
the U.S. Congress, I have to follow the
will and the desire of my constituents
and the American people.

I always say, Mr. MURPHY, when we
are elected from our districts, we are
federalized to represent an entire coun-
try and those that are in harm’s way.
We are talking about training. We are
talking about tactical missions against
terrorists or what have you, not every-
day street patrol, security patrol on
the block. That is where our men and
women are losing.

We have been talking about training
of the troops from the time that we
were in Baghdad, Mr. Speaker. I can
tell you, I am a witness to it, I have
been on the committee, we have had
the testimony. Oh, we are training
them; and then all of a sudden we find
out that the training is not keeping up
with the need. Well, we have military
bases not only in Mosul, but Tikrit,
also in Baghdad and other spots
throughout Iraq where those troops can
be trained right there.

I look forward, Mr. Speaker, in going
to Iraq within the next couple of
months, Mr. MURPHY, I would love to
have you join me if you haven’t gone
already, to ask these tough questions
on the issue of the training issues be-
cause now it is under our watch. The
American people have empowered a
majority of the Members who feel the
way the American people feel, that we
need to take care of our mission in
Iraq. I am pretty sure we will have
some presence of troops there for some
time, but not at these levels, not at the
level to where that is not an issue of
redeployment.

Mr. MURPHY, I hate to get preachy on
this, but the President has said that is
up to another President to deal with,
another administration to deal with, I
am not going to do it. Well, like our
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good friend Senator WEBB said last
night, if he doesn’t want to take the
leadership way, then we are going to
have to show him the way, the Con-
gress.
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And the good thing about it, Mr.
Speaker, it will be in a bipartisan way.
It won’t be just Democrats. It will be
Democrats and Republicans, and I wel-
come that bipartisan spirit

Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut. Mr.
Speaker, Mr. MEEK is very right. It is
going to be in a bipartisan way. And
there are moments when maybe public
opinion and things you hear back in
the district don’t always match up
with maybe the things that you hear
from the experts on that particular
issue. That is inevitable in public serv-
ice. And there are choices to be made,
and inevitably your obligation in the
end is to side with the people that you
represent.

But on this issue there is a growing
hegemony of opinion that backs up
public opinion within the military
community. Mr. MEEK quoted some of
the leaders of both parties who have
come out against this plan for esca-
lation, but the military has come out
against this plan as well.

Let me just give a quick quote of
Colonel Paul Hughes, who was the first
person that was put in charge of stra-
tegic planning of the U.S. occupation
in Baghdad, the first person on the
ground to start planning on how we
were going to keep Baghdad stable. We
obviously failed pretty miserably in
that mission, but here is what he said
about the President’s plan to escalate
this war. He said: ‘‘Just sending more
troops to Baghdad is like pouring more
water in the sands of Al Anbar. It’s
going to disappear without accom-
plishing anything.”

And that is what we have heard over
and over again. There may be a number
of troops that you could put into Bagh-
dad or, lest we forget, the 12 other, 11
other major areas of conflict in Iraq.
There might be a number, but it cer-
tainly isn’t 21,000. And the President in
his speech talked about not only using
those troops to secure Baghdad but
also using them to secure Al Anbar
Province, also trying to do increased
training, also trying to better secure
the borders around Iraq to prevent the
insurgents from coming in. Twenty-one
thousand troops can’t do that, and
what ends up happening, as many of
our military experts have told us over
and over again, is it just puts those
men and women in even graver danger.
That is an opinion shared not just by
Members of Congress on both sides of
the aisle but by the military commu-
nity as well.

And Mr. MEEK talked about the over-
sight that is going to happen here in
terms of our strategy going forward.
And I think that these hearings have
been so valuable because I think they
educate the American public and edu-
cate all of us about our options going
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forward. But the oversight also has to
be about how we conduct ourselves so
far, because if there was any faith in
our ability to manage this war and
manage the reconstruction, then
maybe we would look a little bit dif-
ferently upon the President’s proposal.

But the fact is, and this number star-
tled me, we have $8.8 billion of money,
Mr. MEEK, of money that is unac-
counted for by the Coalition Provi-
sional Authority, $8.8 billion that we
can’t even explain where it went. That
is about enough money to run the
State of Connecticut for an entire year.
And that is not the money we spent;
that is the money we can’t find any-
more.

Mr. MEEK served on the Armed Serv-
ices Committee. I am going to get the
opportunity to serve on the Govern-
ment Reform Committee under Mr.
WAXMAN of California, and our focus
there is going to be on that waste,
fraud, and abuse that has happened
within our military spending in Iraq.
And it is important not just because of
taxpayer dollars and because we were
all sent here to make sure that every
hard-earned dollar that our taxpayers
send to Washington gets spent effec-
tively, but it is important because it
educates us on the inefficiency and the
blundering in a lot of places that has
happened in the conduct of this war
and the conduct of the reconstruction.
And there are a myriad of reasons why
we should start listening to people like
Mr. MURTHA and others who are coun-
seling us to redeploy our forces and to
significantly draw down the number of
troops we have there very soon. There
are a number of reasons why we should
take those arguments seriously and
why many of us support bringing a
large number of our troops home very
soon.

But at the top of that list is the fact
that the money we are spending there,
even beyond the philosophy, just when
you are talking about the money, the
money isn’t being spent to make that
country safer, to rebuild that country.
That money is being lost, and as you
said, Mr. MEEK, through the Speaker,
much of that money we are now finding
out actually finds its way into the
hands of the very people that we are
fighting in Iraq. We can’t account for
it, and thus it finds its way into the
hands of the insurgents who are at-
tacking the convoys, who are taking
the oil that is being produced there,
and are, in fact, using our own money
to fight our own efforts there. So it is
our obligation, Mr. MEEK, as you have
said, not only to investigate, not only
to hold hearings into the strategy and
the conduct of our military operations
but also to ask some questions about
how all of our taxpayer dollars are
being spent there, because I think we
are going to find some very interesting
things as we go forward in the next few
weeks.

Mr. MEEK of Florida. Mr. MURPHY, 1
would tell you right now, and Mem-
bers, I think it is important that we
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look at this for what it is worth. If I
was thinking of the Iraq issue solely as
a political issue, it would be let us go
to the floor, Mr. MURPHY, and as we
talk, we meet in the 30-something
Working Group, let us not talk about
the politics of the Iraq issue. If this
was about maintaining the majority as
it relates to politics, Mr. Speaker and
Members, if this was about capturing
the White House, Mr. Speaker, we
wouldn’t come to the floor to talk
about how we can work in a bipartisan
way or come to the floor and promote
leadership. And I think it is important
that we promote leadership and move
in this new direction and saying that
we have to deal with the big issue of
Iraq.

I get members of local government
and State government saying, Con-
gressman, I need more money in my
city. You cut the COPS program. Your
Federal commitment as it relates to
dollars for health care, for security, for
the environment, they are not there
like they used to be there. And we put
parameters on ourselves because we
told the American people what we
would do, pay-as-we-go philosophy or
principles that we already passed, and
we have this war going on and we have
young men and young women. You
have a lot of Reservists that are there
that are 40, 50 years old, that are away
from their families 15 months at a pop.

We come to Washington, D.C., most
of us, our families are back in the dis-
trict and we are here and we are miss-
ing for about 4 or 5 days, but we get to
go back home at the end of the week,
unlike those men and women when
they board that chartered flight. When
they go over to Kuwait or fly straight
into Baghdad Airport or end up in Tur-
key at one of our staging bases there,
or end up somewhere else as they feed
into Iraq, they don’t get the oppor-
tunity to say, Hey, kids, I am going to
be back in a couple of weeks. So I
think it is important that we look at
this issue and treat it with the serious
attention that it needs.

So for the President to come here
last night and say, give me an oppor-
tunity, give me an opportunity for my
plan to work, well, let me tell you
something. It is almost like looking in
the refrigerator and seeing a carton of
milk there and you take it out and
open the carton and you say, wow, that
milk is sour; let me put it back in,
maybe it will be fresh tomorrow. That
logic doesn’t work. So it is important.

And I am glad to see some of our Re-
publican colleagues and many of our
Democratic colleagues that are ques-
tioning the President, before he can
even leave the Chamber, about the
speech, what he did not say in the
speech, that did November 7 happen?
Did you hear it?

At the press conference after the No-
vember election, he said, you know, I
guess it did have something to do with
Iraq. And some of the tough talk
ended. And I just want to say if I can
commend the President, he didn’t come
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with the chest-beating that he usually
does, but he did go back to scaring the
American people.

So I think it is important. There are
issues we have to deal with. But I am
on record, Mr. Speaker and Members,
on the issue of being a leader, having
the courage, and representing the peo-
ple that have sent us to Washington,
DC to be able to govern in this govern-
ment. Give our men and women what
they need in Iraq, but at the same time
push forth diplomatic talks. At the
same time make sure that we start not
only discussion but redeployment of
our troops more sooner than later, be-
cause that message would not only get
to the Iraqi Government but also to
the world community because we all
play a role in this.

I see my good friend from Florida. We
have served together, and she is the
chairwoman on the Rail Subcommittee
under the Transportation Committee. I
am so glad she has joined us. Mr. MUR-
PHY has had so much to say on this
topic, and I am so glad you are here on
the floor.

I yield to Ms. BROWN from Florida.

Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Florida.
Thank you so much for your leader-
ship, Congressman from Miami, my
good friend.

Let me just say I just finished with
Gator Radio, and they asked me the
question, What is the role of Congress,
what can we do about stopping the
President from expanding the war? And
I was just on the radio talking to the
community and I have gotten some call
back, what can we do as a Congress?

I tell people all the time I did not
vote for the war, but I support the
troops. And you have got your head in
the lion’s mouth. How do you get it
out? And the question is what can we
do as a Congress to stop the expansion?
Because I think the speech that the
President gave about expanding it to
20,000 troops, that is not what he was
saying. I think he was saying that he
doesn’t need to come to this Congress
to decide that he is going into Iran or
that he is going into other places, and
so there is clearly an expansion of the
war. And what is our role as Members
of Congress when the President of the
United States does not respect the Con-
gress and does not feel that we are co-
equal branches and that he does not
have to come to us to get permission to
expand this war? The students want to
know. I want to know what to tell
them.

Mr. MEEK of Florida. Reclaiming my
time, the bottom line is, Ms. BROWN,
that we have the responsibility to gov-
ern here. The President is the execu-
tive. He is the Commander in Chief. He
was given the authority by the Con-
gress, even though there were many
votes that weren’t in the affirmative of
giving him that authority. He can send
additional troops.

There has been a discussion in the
Senate. I haven’t quite read the brief-
ing information on it or the report
from the Senate session today. I know
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there will be sessions in the House
dealing with that. I talked earlier in
this Special Order about Mr. MURTHA
and what he is doing in his committee
as it relates to defense oversight. We
know that there will be a bill, a supple-
mental, I think a $99 billion bill com-
ing to the floor, which will be, from
what I understand, the last supple-
mental bill.

When we say ‘‘supplemental,” I want
to make sure all the Members and ev-
eryone understands this is basically
what we call emergency funding for the
war. It is not necessarily in the budget.
If it was in the budget, it would go
through a process just like you do with
your transportation dollars in your
committee, giving authorization for
certain spending. This is just pretty
much a wish list from the administra-
tion that is given to the Appropria-
tions Committee, and it really doesn’t
go through the full process. I under-
stand this is the last supplemental that
will come through for Iraq and Afghan-
istan. But what is also in his supple-
mental are ballistic missiles, other
issues that they are spending money
on.
So we have the power of the purse
strings. But I can tell you, which I
know that we are all together on and
you mentioned, we will not cut money
off to the troops that are on the ground
there. But we said, leading up to the
end of the 109th Congress, that we will
not defund the troops that are in
harm’s way. But no one said anything
about escalating the number of troops,
adding more onto it.

So a lot of folks are upset. It is not
just Democrats that are upset. The
American people are. And the Presi-
dent is going against a 70-plus percent
approval and heading in a new direc-
tion on this issue of Iraq, and he is still
heading in the same direction that he
was heading in prior to the November
election. So it is up to us, Congress-
woman BROWN, to not only state within
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD but encour-
age our colleagues not only on our side
of the aisle but on the Republican side
of the aisle that we have to lead in the
way that the American people want us
to lead.

I am encouraged by something, see-
ing some of the comments by some of
the Republicans about what the Presi-
dent said.

[ 1630

Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Florida.
You know, we had a closed-door brief-
ing yesterday, and the important point
that I made is that every Member, all
435 Members of this House of Rep-
resentatives have the responsibility for
the security of this country. And I
think we have more of a responsibility
than just to give this President a blank
check. And I think we owe it to this
country to make sure we get more of
some kind of response other than we
are just expanding, and not really deal
with us in a very constructive way.

The second point, and I have just got
two quick points, and I have a plane to

H927

catch. On the area of health care, the
President talked about health -care,
and I am one Member that would vote
for it. I believe we should have uni-
versal health care. But you have to, al-
ways dealing with this administration,
it is always in the details. Now he is
talking about taking money from pub-
lic hospitals. And when we say public
hospitals, you have got one, I have got
Shands, but you have got Jackson Me-
morial. Taking money from public hos-
pitals, that is unacceptable. That is the
only safety net that we have. And so
that is one proposal that shouldn’t ar-
rive here, but when it does, it should be
dead on arrival.

And the last point, I was dis-
appointed, and I guess everybody in the
gulf region was disappointed, there was
no discussion about the gulf region,
none whatsoever. Nothing about
Katrina. Now, the American people,
they saw something with Katrina that
they didn’t like. Not only did they see
a government that was inept, uncaring,
but incompetent, and yet nothing.

I talked to an 82-year-old lady on
Thursday who 3 months before Katrina,
she paid off her house. Paid off her
house 3 months before Katrina. To this
day she is homeless and hasen’t re-
ceived a penny from all of the dollars
that we have appropriated. Now, we
have a responsibility to this lady just
like we do, we are insisting, that we
put almost $5600 billion in Iraq and said
that, oh, they don’t have to pay it
back. But every dime that we put into
New Orleans, we are going to say they
have got to pay it back. I am sure it
doesn’t have anything to do that they
are people of color.

But I have got to say we have got our
challenges. I want to thank all of you
30-something-plus for your leadership
on the floor and keeping these issues
before the American people.

Mr. MEEK of Florida. Ms. BROWN,
when you said 30-something-plus, you
looked at me.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. And
then she looked at me.

Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Florida.
Well, obviously we have a couple of
Gators here on the floor, and like I
said, I just talked to the Gator net-
work. And so it has nothing to do with
age, it has to do with maturity on the
issues. And I want to thank you all for
bringing these issues before the Amer-
ican people.

Mr. MEEK of Florida. Ms. BROWN, be-
fore you leave, I just wanted to say be-
fore yielding to Ms. WASSERMAN
SCHULTZ that I am glad that you came
to the floor, because you have been
given voice in this.

And I remember being a non-Member
of Congress. You served with my mom;
and I was in the senate, Ms.
WASSERMAN SCHULTZ and I were serv-
ing in the Florida Senate. I remember
you going out to the mike by the Can-
non Building where C-SPAN had a
camera rolling, and it was a press con-
ference, and you went out along with a
number of Members saying that it is
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wrong that we gave the President the
authority to go to war; and that you
have been a voice on this issue because
you knew that this could possibly hap-
pen, the position that we are in now.

I also want to add, since you said he
didn’t mention anything about
Katrina, he didn’t say anything about
veterans. And I know you have been up
front and on target on veteran benefits.
We have many from Florida; I know
Mr. MURPHY has them from Con-
necticut. And I think that it is impor-
tant that even though, Mr. Speaker,
veterans were not mentioned, victims
of Katrina weren’t mentioned, we
picked up on it. And we are going to
make sure that we continue to do the
things that we need to do.

Thank you, Ms. BROWN.

Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Florida.
Thank you. And as far as veterans are
concerned, I am the second person on
the committee, and I have been here
for over 14 years, and I have been on
that committee because I think it is so
important that people that give their
most, that we have got to make sure
that we pay them back. And I am con-
cerned that in the past under this ad-
ministration, that is where we have
cut. We have cut veterans programs,
and they are coming back, and they
need everything. I have gone out to Be-
thesda, and I am planning that we all
go out there to Bethesda, and every
veteran in every room needed casework
and assistance.

So, basically we are not doing our
duty, not taking care of those men and
women when they come back wounded
after giving their all for this country.
We have got a responsibility in the
Constitution, coequal branches. This is
the people’s House, and we should
speak up and make sure that we fund
programs that will benefit those vet-
erans. Thank you again for your lead-
ership.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank
you so much to our colleague, the gen-
tlewoman from Florida, Congress-
woman BROWN. And I am so pleased to
join my 30-Something colleagues here
this afternoon, our newest 30-Some-
thing colleague from Connecticut
CHRIS MURPHY. With our new-found re-
sponsibility, I have been a little tied up
the last couple times we have had this
Special Order hour, so I am really
pleased to be able to be with you. And
we have some fresh blood and some new
dynamics that we will engage in. It
will be really fun to work with you and
banter a little bit.

But I will tell you that this being the
day after the President’s State of the
Union Address, Mr. MURPHY, I was par-
ticularly disturbed listening to the
President. The privilege that we have
here in this House, and it was yours for
the first time last night, and I remem-
ber 2 years ago, I am just 2 years ahead
of you in this process, and I remember
the feeling that I had sitting in this
Chamber and the awesome responsi-
bility that I felt on my shoulders being
this far from the President and having
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the chance to listen to him deliver that
address, and the expectation that I had
as a representative of my constituents,
that the expectation that he would say
something more than words.

And last year, if you recall, you were
in your State legislature when he de-
livered last year’s State of the Union.
He talked about the need to end Amer-
ica’s addiction to foreign oil, and sub-
sequently that turned out to just be
words because he ended up proposing in
his budget, and they actually enacted,
a cut in the energy legislation, that
this Republican leadership that is no
longer in charge here, they actually
cut the funding to alternative energy,
exploring alternative energy resources.

Now, last night he says the same
thing in a different way. And we are
just to the point, why should we expect
that there is meaning and action com-
ing down the pipe behind the words?

On the war in Iraq, I know I have
heard from my constituents, and it is
just shocking that after the response
from the voters on November 7, that
this President would not get the mes-
sage that the American people were
sending him. They want a new direc-
tion. They want to move the troops
from a combat focus to a training
focus, get the Iraqi troops to stand up
on their own so that that country can
take care of itself. So it is just shock-
ing the lack of understanding of his
priorities and where he is on the issues
that are most important to people.

On health care, the health care prior-
ities. There are 47 million people in
this country, 3% million in Florida,
that don’t have health insurance. And
his solution to that problem is a tax
deduction, a tiny tax deduction that he
thinks will spur people who benefit
from it to take that money and buy
health insurance. That just shows a
callous indifference. And you are an ex-
pert in health care; that was your
focus. That shows a callous indiffer-
ence to what the problems that the un-
insured and underinsured are really
facing.

You are probably familiar with the
death spiral created by insurance com-
panies where they cordoned off the peo-
ple who are the most sick. Some States
have adopted guaranteed-issue policies
and modified community rating like
we did in Florida so that there were
only a few things that were taken into
consideration when rates were set. But
for the most part that is not what peo-
ple are able to get when buying health
insurance. So the sickest of the sick
get cordoned off into a group; that
group is priced out of the market, and
then they don’t have the ability to af-
ford that health insurance.

A simple tax deduction is not going
to make health insurance accessible
and affordable for that group of people.
It is just unbelievable, Mr. MURPHY.
And I fail to understand why this
President only seems to keep his own
counsel. It is just really unbelievable.

So I will yield to you or to Mr. MEEK,
but that was my feeling and my reac-
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tion in listening last night. And when I
talked to our radio stations in south
Florida this morning, I know the feed-
back that our radio hosts were getting
was similar.

Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut. Thank
you for yielding, Ms. WASSERMAN
ScHULTZ. I think that was the feeling
that a lot of us here for our first State
of the Union felt as well. I was able to
sit with a lot of the first-term Members
to listen to the speech, and we all left
shaking our heads, because when we
went out and campaigned to come to
this body, and when we go back to our
districts to talk to people, I mean, it is
very clear that they don’t want patch-
work solutions when it comes to health
care; they don’t want a little tinkering
around the edges when it comes to en-
ergy reform. They want bold leadership
from Washington.

It is no small thing for a bunch of
people across this country to go out
and cast out long-term incumbents,
which is what happened in a lot of
these districts. It takes a lot of cour-
age in order to make that decision for
change. And, Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ,
I think you are exactly right that they
are looking to us to have that same
type of courage. They are requiring us
to take that same type of bold action
that they took by turning over this
body into new hands, into new leader-
ship. And the President’s suggestions
last night when it came to health care
and when it came to energy policy sim-
ply don’t measure up.

Let’s think about it; 6.8 million peo-
ple in this country have lost their
health care insurance in the last 6
years. Premiums during that time have
risen 81 percent in the last 6 years
while wages stayed flat. Now, if the
President, as you said, Ms. WASSERMAN
SCHULTZ, listened to counsel besides
his own, he would know that a tax de-
duction doesn’t help the people that
don’t have insurance because about 50
percent of the uninsured aren’t paying
income taxes right now. So the people
that we need to help, the people that
right now are clogging up our emer-
gency rooms, and, as you know, this is
not just a matter of doing the right
thing for the uninsured, this is doing
the right thing for all of us who are
subsidizing the people who walk into
the emergency rooms, get this extrava-
gantly expensive care simply because
they didn’t have the insurance to get
them in to have preventative care. The
proposal he unveiled yesterday really, I
think, does grave injustice to those
people out there who were struggling
with a system that is fundamentally
broken, and it simply isn’t going to be
fixed around the edges.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Will
the gentleman yield for 1 second on
that point? Because on the health care
issue specifically, the gentlewoman
from Florida talked about being sup-
portive of universal health care. And, I
mean, I am supportive of expanding ac-
cess to health care to everyone as well.
But our good friends on the other side
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of the aisle like to use that as a bogey-
man for us and imply that that means
socialized medicine, and that we want
to implement this single-payer system
that is going to be government top-
down health care.

There are ways to expand access to
health care to large populations, to al-
most everybody who is uninsured, and
then we only have to work hard to-
wards ensuring that last phase of the
population. We can expand access to
health care for all children by expand-
ing the SCHIP program. We can expand
access to health care to more older
Americans by simply expanding the
Medicare program and letting people
from 50 to 64 years old buy into that
program. Those are bills that were filed
when we were in the minority and that
will be filed again and that we will
have an opportunity to able to pursue
now that we are past the 100-hour agen-
da. So just you having come just out of
the State legislature and being a
health care expert, I would just love to
hear your thoughts about that.

Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut. Ms.
WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, you are exactly
right. I remember standing at a super-
market in my district during the cam-
paign or maybe a few years before, and
a woman who was, I think, 59, 58 years
old, who had been laid off, and who un-
derstandably was having trouble find-
ing new employment. It is difficult for
older Americans to find a new job, es-
pecially one that has a comprehensive
package of benefits. And she looked at
me with this blank face and said, ‘“Why
am I in this position? Why can I not
get health care when I know the Medi-
care program is right there? I am will-
ing to pay for it. I am willing to con-
tribute to it. And yet I can’t get access
to this program simply because I have
been put into a situation where I can’t
find a job or I can’t find a job with ben-
efits, and I don’t qualify for the pro-
gram.”’

So there are ways that we can help,
as you said, those older Americans who
are on the cusp of being able to qualify
for Medicare, and certainly the mil-
lions of children around this country
who have no health care insurance and
end up getting sick. I mean, they get
sick, and they come into our emer-
gency rooms to get the care they need.
Mr. RYAN said here the other night, we
do have a system of universal coverage
in this country; unfortunately, it is in
our emergency rooms rather than in
our doctors’ offices and our primary
care doctors’ offices.

And maybe just to tie this back to
what we were talking about before
when it comes to the war in Iraq. You
know, we have an obligation to our
veterans when they come back, and
what we have done here over the past
10 years to the health care system for
veterans is a travesty of justice to the
brave men and women who have fought
for this country.

I absolutely support moving towards
universal coverage. I think you are
right, it doesn’t have to be done all at
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once. In fact, I think the best proposals
before this body are to really take
some commonsense approaches to it.
But maybe the first thing we should do
is start to repair some of the damage
that we did to the veterans health care
system to make sure that when you
volunteer to serve this country abroad,
that when you come back, you are
going to get the mental health care
that you need, that you are going to
not have to wait in line for a surgery
that you badly need. Maybe that is our
first obligation is to take care of those
folks, because in the end we are here to
serve everyone, but we are certainly
here to make sure that those people
that fight for us, Mr. MEEK, are taken
care of. And I would yield to you.

0 1645

Mr. MEEK of Florida. All I am going
to do is do a close. I know we have the
Web site and all, but I want to yield to
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ because 1
want to tell you, I am not from Con-
necticut, but if I was one of your con-
stituents, I would vote for you. You are
good. That is all I can say.

Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut. We had
another member of the Florida delega-
tion. I am honored to be part of the 30-
something group, but to be part of the
Florida delegation here today was just
as impressive.

Mr. MEEK of Florida. I was just say-
ing if I was your constituent I would
vote for you. It is good to have a Mem-
ber of Congress that is as well informed
into the issues that are facing the con-
stituents and the American people. I
yield to Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ be-
cause we are going to be closing out
soon.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank
you so much. One of the things that I
think is important for the Members
and other folks to know is we did this
30-something hour night after night in
the minority for the last several years,
and we want folks to know that we are
not just shutting down and becoming
complacent and resting on our laurels
now that we are in the majority be-
cause there continues to be a need for
accountability, as the State of the
Union address demonstrated last night.

We are going to assert Congress’s
oversight role, reestablish the system
of checks and balances that was totally
absent the last number of years. We are
going to use the 30-something Working
Group forum to be able to do that and
also talk about what Democrats are
going to do, implement our agenda,
talk about the priorities of the Amer-
ican people.

I am so thrilled that we have ex-
panded our ranks and that we have an
opportunity to interact and dialogue
with you. I can tell you that on elec-
tion night on November 7, I was cheer-
ing very loud that you were coming to
join us in the 110th.

Mr. Speaker, I am going to yield to
Mr. MURPHY and he is going to give the
Web site out and we will be ready to
shut down.
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Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut. Thank
you very much. As I said before, com-
ing back from the campaign trail I got
to watch the three of you down here,
and I think stole a lot of your mate-
rial. So I am glad to maybe provide a
little bit of material for the next crop
of 30-somethings.

May I do Mr. RYAN’s job today?

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Please.

Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut. And
give out the Web site for the 30-some-
thing Working Group:
www.speaker.gov/30something. If you
go there, you will get all the good in-
formation that we talked about today
and participate online in the discussion
that we have been having here.

Mr. MEEK of Florida. Well, it is an
honor to be on the floor with Mr. MUR-
PHY and also Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ.
Being in the majority brings about re-
sponsibility for all of us. So we have a
lot to do. And Mr. Speaker, we want to
thank the Democratic leadership, from
the Speaker to the leader to the whip
to the chair and the vice chair for al-
lowing us to have this Special Order on
the Democratic side. It was an honor
addressing the House once again.

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE
SENATE

A further message from the Senate
by Ms. Curtis, one if its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate has passed a
bill of the following title in which the
concurrence of the House is requested:

S. 1. An act to provide greater trans-
parency in the legislative process.

ENERGY

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
JOHNSON of Georgia). Under the Speak-
er’s announced policy of January 18,
2007, the gentleman from Maryland
(Mr. BARTLETT) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader.

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr.
Speaker, I thought that there was only
one speech given in the last century
that would become very famous in the
few years just ahead of us, and that
was the speech given on the 8th day of
March in San Antonio, Texas, by M.
King Hubbert in 1956, but I just discov-
ered a few days ago a speech which I
think may become just about as fa-
mous.

This was a speech that was given by
the father of the nuclear submarine,
Hyman Rickover, and he gave this
speech in May 1957. So soon we will
reach the 50th anniversary of this very
famous speech by the father of the nu-
clear submarine.

I just wanted to start by reading a
couple of things from this speech that
he gave. He gave the speech, by the
way, to a group of physicians at a ban-
quet of the Annual Scientific Assembly
of the Minnesota State Medical Asso-
ciation in St. Paul, Minnesota, May 14,
1957.

The title of the speech had nothing
to do with medicine. The title of the
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speech is “Energy Resources and Our
Future.” He says early on in the speech
that, “With high energy consumption
goes a high standard of living. Thus the
enormous fossil fuel energy which we
in this country control feeds machines
which make each of us master of an
army of mechanical slaves.” Now, this
was b0 years ago and can you imagine
what has happened since then?

‘“Man’s muscle power is rated at 35
watts continuously,” that is, 24/7. Of
course, you need to sleep and eat and
so forth, and so when you are working,
you are working at more than 35 watts,
but 35 watts continuously, which is
one-twentieth of horsepower.

‘““Machines therefore furnish every
American industrial worker with en-
ergy equivalent to that of 244 men.”” So
all of those things that we enjoy in our
life, the automobile, the refrigerator,
the microwave, all of these represent
the equivalent of 244 men in place of
just the one that can turn these things
out with the aid of this fossil fuel en-
ergy.

Then he goes on to say, ‘“While at
least 2,000 men push his automobile
along the road,” probably more than
that for an SUV, ‘“and his family is
supplied with 33 faithful household
helpers. Each locomotive engineer con-
trols energy equivalent to that of
100,000 men; each jet pilot of 700,000
men. Truly,” he says, ‘‘the humblest
American enjoys the services of more
slaves than were once owned by the
richest nobles, and lives better than
most ancient kings. In retrospect, and
despite wars, revolutions, and disas-
ters, the hundred years just gone by,”
that was the 100 years up to 1957, it is
now 150 years, ‘‘just gone by may well
seem like a Golden Age.”

Others have commented on this in-
credible energy density in these fossil
fuels by noting that just one barrel of
oil contains the energy equivalent of 12
men working all year. If you look at
the cost of that at the pump, that is
roughly $10 a year. For $10 a year, you
can have a servant work for you all
year long. You may have some trouble
getting your mind around that, but
imagine how far that gallon of gasoline
or diesel fuel, still cheaper, by the way,
than water in the grocery store, how
far that takes your SUV or your car or
your truck and how long it would take
you to pull your SUV or truck or car
the distance that that gallon of diesel
fuel or gasoline takes it. I drive a
Prius. We get about 50 miles per gallon.
How long would it take me to pull my
Prius 50 miles?

Let me give another little example to
help you understand the incredible en-
ergy density in these fossil fuels and
how much they have improved our life
and how totally dependent we are on
them.

If a big man goes outside and is
working really hard all day long doing
physical work, I can get more work out
of an electric motor for less than 25
cents’ worth of electricity. That may
be humbling to recognize that in terms
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of fossil fuel energy, our muscle power
is worth less than 25 cents a day, but
understanding that helps us to under-
stand how totally dependent we have
come to be on these fossil fuels.

A little later in his speech, Hyman
Rickover said, ‘I think no further
elaboration is needed to demonstrate
the significance of energy resources for
our own future. Our civilization rests
upon a technological base which re-
quires enormous quantities of fossil
fuels. What assurance do we then have
that our energy needs will continue to
be supplied by fossil fuels?” And then
this answer, 50 years ago, when we were
king of oil, biggest producers, biggest
consumers in the world, I think biggest
exporters in the world, ‘“The answer
is,” he says, ‘‘in the long run, none.”

There is no assurance that we can
have these fossil fuels for the long
term. “The earth is finite,” he says.
“Fossil fuels are not renewable. In this
respect our energy base differs from
that of all earlier civilizations. They
could have maintained their energy
supply by careful cultivation,” when
we got our energy from the soil. ‘“We
cannot. Fuel that has been burned is
gone forever. Fuel is even more eva-
nescent than metals. Metals, too, are
nonrenewable resources threatened
with ultimate extinction, but some-
thing can be salvaged from scrap. Fuel
leaves no scrap and there is nothing
man can do to rebuild exhausted fossil
fuel reserves. They were created by
solar energy,” he says, ‘500 million
years ago and took eons to grow to
their present volume.”

Another quote from his talk. ‘“In the
8,000 years from the beginning of his-
tory to the year 2000 A.D., world popu-
lation will have grown from 10 million
to 4 billion.” Actually, he missed it a
little. It is now 7 billion, as you will
see in a moment, ‘“‘with 90 percent of
that growth taking place during the
last 5 percent of that period, in 400
years. It took the first 3,000 years of re-
corded history to accomplish the first
doubling of population, 100 years for
the last doubling, but the next dou-
bling will require only 50 years.” As a
matter of fact, it required less than
that, because today we have about
nearly 7 billion people in the world
rather than just 4 billion.

Another quote from his talk. ‘“High-
energy consumption has always been a
prerequisite of political power . . . Ul-
timately,” he says, ‘‘the Nation which
controls the largest energy resources
will become dominant. If we give
thought to the problem of energy re-
sources, if we act wisely and in time to
conserve what we have and prepare
well for necessary future changes, we
shall insure this dominant position for
our own country.”’

Have we done that? In no way have
we done that.

Another quote from his talk. ‘I sug-
gest that this is a good time to think
soberly about our responsibilities to
our descendants, those who will ring
out the Fossil Fuel Age . . . We might

January 24, 2007

even, if we wanted, give a break to
these youngsters by cutting fuel and
metal consumption,” this was 50 years
ago, ‘“‘by cutting fuel and metal con-
sumption a little here and there so as
to provide a safer margin for the nec-
essary adjustments which eventually
must be made in a world without fossil
fuels.”

I just came back about 3 weeks ago
from a trip to China. Nine Members of
Congress went. We met with a number
of the top officials in China, and I was
pleased and surprised. We went to talk
about energy primarily, and they
began every discussion of energy by
talking about post-oil. Hyman Rick-
over 50 years ago understood that one
day we would be talking about post-oil.
The Chinese now are talking about
post-oil. By the way, they do not mean
that there is not going to be anymore
o0il in the world. Nobody is telling you
that.

What they mean by post-oil is that it
will be post the peak production of oil,
where we can no longer produce addi-
tional oil so we are going to have to
make do with what we have. As a mat-
ter of fact, each year after that there
would be less and less oil available for
us to use.

The next chart. There is nothing man
can do to rebuild exhausted fossil fuel
reserves, and this is part of the quote 1
just made. They were created by solar
energy a very long time ago and took
eons to grow into their present volume.
In the face of the basic factor, fossil
fuel reserves are finite. The exact
length of time these reserves will last
is important in only one respect. The
longer they last, the more time do we
have to invent ways of living off renew-
able substitute energy sources and to
adjust our economy to the vast
changes which we can expect from such
a shift. This is 50 years ago.
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He is saying the same thing that our
President said last night in the State
of the Union message, that we should
get busy with preparing for a transi-
tion from fossil fuels to renewables.

Then I really love this quote. I am a
father of 10, a grandfather of 15 and a
great-grandfather of two. ‘“Fossil fuels
resemble capital in the bank. A pru-
dent and responsible parent will use his
capital sparingly in order to pass on to
his children as much as possible of his
inheritance.”

Do you think, Mr. Speaker, that we
have been using fossil fuel energy spar-
ingly? I doubt that you would find very
much concurrence for this anywhere in
this country, and certainly worldwide.
When you look from other places to
this country and see this one person
out of 22 using 25 percent of all of the
world’s energy, you will have nobody
over there saying we have used our en-
ergy sparingly. ‘‘A selfish and irrespon-
sible parent will squander it in riotous
living and care not one whit how his
offspring will fair.”

I have characterized our relationship
with energy as the equivalent of the
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pig who found the feed room door open
and just went in and pigged out. That
is what we have been doing. When our
children and our grandchildren and
great grandchildren look back in a
world with diminishing fossil fuel
availability, and, by the way, saddled
with a huge debt that we are passing on
to them, they may well ask themselves
the question, how could they have done
it?

When we found this incredible wealth
under the ground, that provides the
equivalent of 33 servants, 100,000 people
pushing your train, 244 people pushing
your automobile down the road, when
we found this incredible fuel fossil fuel
energy under the ground, why didn’t
somebody stop and ask the question,
what should we do with this to provide
the most good for the most people for
the longest time? That clearly is not
what we did.

What we did was to extract this oil
from the ground as quickly as possible;
to use it as prolifically as possible; to
develop a lifestyle ever more and more
dependent on fossil fuel; to develop an
agriculture where one person out of 50
feeds the rest and much of the world;
where the man sits on top of a 150
horsepower tractor and uses fertilizers
produced from natural gas to grow his
crops.

The next chart here is a really inter-
esting one. Suppose the size of the
countries in the world was determined
by how much oil they have. This is the
world according to oil. If you look at
our military might, if you look at our
economic might, we are really big. But
when you look at the oil we have, here
we are, itty-bitty United States. Notice
Alaska is pretty big here, a fair
amount of oil up there.

But look at Saudi Arabia, Iraq, Ku-
wait. Little Kuwait. Look at a map and
see how little Kuwait is. But look at
the o0il they have. This is what the
world would like look like if the coun-
tries were sized relative to the amount
of oil they have.

Look at Russia there. People talk
about the huge reserves in Russia. It is
dwarfed by Saudi Arabia and Iraq, and
even little Kuwait has more oil than
Russia. Look at Venezuela down here.
It is probably twice the size of the
United States in terms of what they
have in oil. Look at some of the Afri-
can countries here. Nigeria, what, way
bigger than the United States. Libya,
bigger than the United States in terms
of the amount of oil that they have.

The next chart, this was predicted by
that second famous speech that I men-
tioned that was given in the last cen-
tury, and that is the talk given by M.
King Hubbard on the 8th day of March,
1956, to a group of petroleum engineers
in San Antonio, Texas, and a lot of
other oilmen there. This was the time,
you remember, when the United States
was the biggest o0il producer in the
world, the biggest consumer of oil in
the world, and I think maybe the big-
gest exporter of oil in the world.

What M. King Hubbard told hose as-
sembled people was that in just about
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14 years, the United States would reach
its maximum oil production and then,
no matter what we did, the oil produc-
tion would drop off after that.

How did he know that that was going
to happen? He had watched the exploi-
tation and exhaustion of individual oil
fields, and each one of them followed
what we call a bell curve. That is a
curve that goes ever up and up and
reaches a peak and comes down the
other side. You get a bell curve if you
weigh people and see how much they
weigh. There will be a few very light
people, a few very heavy people. Most
of them are in the middle. How tall
people are, how many mice are in a lit-
ter of mice and so forth, most of the
things in a natural world follow a bell
curve. He predicted that we would fol-
low a bell curve.

When he noticed each one of these
little fields, he saw when they reached
a peak, they had pumped about half of
all the oil they would ever pump. So he
theorized if he knew how many little
fields we had, little bell curves, and
how many more we were likely to find,
and if you added all those up, you could
predict when we would reach the peak.
So he did that, and he said that was
going to be about 1970.

And the Shell Oil Company, for
whom he worked, said, please don’t do
that and embarrass us. You make a
fool of yourself and embarrass yourself.
He gave the talk and for a while he was
kind of a humorous person. But then he
became an icon in his own time, be-
cause right on schedule in 1970, we
peaked in oil production.

Now, this curve that I have here is
one that is taken from the Cambridge
Energy Research Associates, and I use
this especially because you may hear
from these people, they are -called
CERA, and they are predicting that
there is lots more oil out there, we are
going to find a whole lot more oil, not
to worry. They use this to make the
point that M. King Hubbard really
didn’t know what he was talking about
and he really was wrong.

They are saying that because the
total U.S. production, and this, by the
way, is with Prudo Bay and the Gulf of
Mexico in, if you put only the lower 48
in, which is what M. King Hubbard was
predicting, this was the actual on the
green, and his prediction was the yel-
low here, and they said, gee, he was off.
That doesn’t look like it is very far off
to me.

Let’s look at another chart which
shows the same data. This shows two
peaks here. The smooth green symbols
here are the prediction of M. King Hub-
bard. The more ragged ones are the ac-
tual data points.

You see right on schedule we peaked
in 1970. We have been going down ever
since. The red one is the former Soviet
Union, FSU, and they kind of fell apart
and didn’t reach their potential. They
are having a second little peak now and
are going down.

Do you remember from that chart of
the world according to oil, they were
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maybe twice the United States? They
aren’t using anywhere near as much oil
as we are, so now they are a major ex-
porter. But they don’t have all that
much oil. As you can see here, the area
under this curve represents how much
oil they have, the area under this curve
represents how much oil we have, and
you can see the general relationships
there.

The next chart shows where our oil
has come from. M. King Hubbard pre-
dicted only Texas and the rest of the
United States, and that was his pre-
diction and that was the actual data
points. Then we found oil in Alaska
and we learned to make oil from gas,
non-gas liquids, natural gas liquids.

This is the oil that we found in the
Gulf of Mexico. You remember those
fabled discoveries in the Gulf of Mex-
ico? I remember them. We were home
free. They were going to solve our oil
problem for the foreseeable future. You
can hardly see their contributions as
we slid down the other side of Hub-
bard’s peak.

The next chart shows another depic-
tion of peak oil, and this is one again
from Energy Information Area, the
EIA, quoted in the Hirsch Report. Let
me spend a moment on what the Hirsch
Report is.

Our government has paid for two big
studies of the fossil fuel energy situa-
tion. One of those was financed by the
Department of Energy, done by SAIC, a
very prestigious, large scientific orga-
nization, and Dr. Hirsch was the prin-
cipal investigator there, so it is fre-
quently referred to as the Hirsch Re-
port. He here is reporting this informa-
tion that came from our Energy Infor-
mation Agency, which is a part of our
Department of Energy.

Here they are using some very inter-
esting statistical terms, but they
aren’t true statistical term. I have had
the EIA people come in and talk with
them at the office about this, because I
had some trouble understanding it.

A couple of Congresses ago, I was the
Chair of the Energy Subcommittee on
Science and I wanted to determine the
dimensions of the problem. So we had
experts come in from around the world
to tell us how much oil they thought
remained in the world and how much
more oil they thought we would find.

I was quite surprised at the relative
unanimity. They all were pretty close
to 1,000 gigabarrels, maybe 970 to 1,040.
Now, I use gigabarrels instead of mil-
lion barrels and that is because the
British billion is not our billion. The
British billion is a million million. Our
billion is a thousand million. But ev-
erybody understands a giga. So when
you hear ‘‘giga’ used, you know that is
an international term. A thousand
gigabarrels, which is 1 trillion barrels
of oil, that is what remains.

You remember at the peak of that
curve, M. King Hubbard said about half
of the oil would be used, so that means
we have used about 1,000 gigabarrels,
and here they have the total of 2,248
gigabarrels. So about half of that has
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been used and about half of that re-
mains.

Now, they are using some very inter-
esting techniques here, and they did
some simulations, and I have no idea
what the inputs were into the simula-
tions, but they have convinced them-
selves that there is a high probability
that we will find twice as much more
oil as all the oil that now exists out
there unpumped. So they said gee, half-
way between what they say is the low
probability and the high probability is
the mean, which is the expected yield.
So they believe we are going to get,
this is a total of 3,000, so we are going
to get another 2,000 gigabarrels of oil.
That is this red curve here.

What they show is that even if that is
true, Mr. Speaker, even if that is true,
and I think the odds that that is true
are very small, but even if that is true,
that pushes the peak out only to 2016.

What the dotted curve here shows is
what you might be able to do with en-
hanced oil recovery, pump live steam
down there and a bunch of solvents and
push water in there, and maybe you
can get it quicker. But if you get it
quicker look what happens to the other
side. Just a demonstration that you
can’t pump what is not there, and the
total volume you will pump is the area
under this curve. If you get it sooner,
you won’t have it later. Notice how
quickly that curve drops down.

If they don’t find the additional enor-
mous quantities of oil that they believe
they will find, then we are about here
and the peak will occur at about 2005 or
so, which is where M. King Hubbard
said that the peak would occur. By the
way, he predicted it in 1969, a year be-
fore the United States peak. He was
confident enough of his analytical
techniques that he predicted the world
would be peaking about now.

The next chart is another chart from
CERA, and it depicts some of the same
information on that chart a little dif-
ferently.

This is the curve, the peaking curve,
if there is a roughly 2 trillion, 2000
gigabarrels. You will notice slightly
different figures between these, be-
cause there is not unanimity on how
much is there, but it is roughly 1.9 to
2.2. This is in the same ballpark. If that
is the case, then peaking according to
them is going to occur fairly soon ac-
cording to them.

But if you find another 1 trillion bar-
rels of oil, that pushes peaking out
only to what, 2035, something like that.
That is not all that far off. And the
probability we are going to find that
oil is very, very small, as we will see in
a few moments.

Now he has piled on top of that,
CERA has piled on top of that, an enor-
mous amount of oil that they think we
are going to get from unconventional
oil sources. This is like the Canadian
tar sands and like our oil shales out in
the West.

We may or may not get enormous
quantities of oil from that. There are
potentially huge quantities there.
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There is more potential oil in the tar
sands of Canada than all of the known
reserves in the world. That big map we
saw, there is more potential oil there.

But there is also an incredible
amount of potential energy in the
tides, but we have not been very suc-
cessful in harnessing that energy from
the tides. Canada is now getting about
1 million barrels of oil with a shovel
that lifts 100 tons and dumps it into a
truck that hauls 400 tons. They then
haul it and cook it with enormous
amounts of energy from natural gas,
which is stranded. By ‘‘stranded” we
mean there are not very many people
there to use it.
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Since it is expensive to ship, why, it
is cheaper there, and so they are pro-
ducing that oil at about 18 to 25 dollars
a barrel. I understand they are getting
55, today, dollars a barrel for it. That is
a pretty good dollar profit ratio. But
they know this is not sustainable for
several reasons. One is they are using
water faster than they can supply it.
The energy from the gas will run out.
They are thinking of building a nuclear
power plant, and they have a huge, rel-
atively huge, lake there of tailing
water they call it. It is really very
toxic water, so there are huge environ-
mental impacts of it. And furthermore,
this vein of the tar sands will shortly
duck under an overlay so that they will
no longer be able to deadlift it or sur-
face mine it, whatever you want to call
it. They will now have to develop it in
situ, and they have not even experi-
mented with how they are going to do
that.

The next chart has a little simple
schematic. And by the way, you can
make this peak look very hard and
sharp or spread it out by the scale you
use on the abscissa and the ordinate.
Here we have spread it out because we
have an expanded scale on the abscissa
and a restricted one on the ordinate
here. But that yellow area represents
the additional oil we would like to
have, because growth is exponential at
about 2 percent. And if we reach the
peak, I think we are about here. We are
now having some problems with meet-
ing the demand, which is why oil is
going from 50 to 60 to 78 at the highest
a few months ago.

And by the way, they showed undu-
lating plateau in that last big chart I
showed, and I agree with them. May I
put that chart up for just another mo-
ment? That is a very interesting one. I
want to focus on this. They are saying
that there is no such thing as peak oil.
And this is what they show. Tell me
that is not a peak. This is from their
publication. And it is an article where
they are kind of pooh-poohing the idea
of peak oil, and they are showing peak
oil. For every potential level of oil that
they think will be there, they are
showing a peak. They are just showing
it, and I agree with them that it is
going to be undulating plateau. It is
not going to be a smooth thing. The
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curve just under it shows it very
smooth because we have simplified it.
And what it shows is, and, by the way,
the 2 percent growth, it doubles in 35
years. This point is doubled this point,
so that is a 35-year period there. So
you see it takes a while to get through
that peak.

The next chart is one that if you had
only one chart to look at and talk
about relative to oil, this would be the
chart. And you could spend a very long
time looking at this chart and talking
about it. The big bars here show the
discoveries. And you notice that there
was a rash of discoveries way back in
the 1940s, 16 years before M. King
Hubbert made his prediction. By the
way, he made that prediction here in
1956, about here. Wow. Look how much
more we discovered after that. And he
was able to predict how much more we
would discover and correctly predict
when we would reach peak oil produc-
tion.

The solid line here shows the con-
sumption. And obviously up until
about 1980 we were always finding more
than we were consuming. Now, remem-
ber, underneath this curve represents
all that we have used. So we have used
this much of what we found. But this
much of what we found was left over
that we could use in the future. So ever
since 1980, now, we have been finding
less and less o0il and using more and
more oil. Notice a little stuttering here
in the 1970s. The Arab oil embargo. The
oil price spike hikes, the big push for
efficiency in our country. Your air con-
ditioner now uses about half the energy
that it used in 1970.

Well, what will the future look like?
The folks who put this chart together
believe that peaking will occur at
about 2010. Who knows? We really
won’t know until after it has peaked
and you look back and see the data. It
could be peaking now. It could be b5
years from now, it could be 10 years
from now. But both of these are very,
very short term in terms of what we
need to do to address this.

What will the future look like? They
have predicted that future oil discov-
eries will follow, and of course they
won’t be smooth like that, but on the
average they will follow the curve like
that. And you can’t pump what you
haven’t found. And if you were to put a
smooth curve over this discovery
curve, and you have an area under that
which will equal the amount which will
be the total amount of oil you have
found, that is adding up all these little
bars here, and the area under that dis-
covery curve cannot be different than
the area ultimately under the con-
sumption curve. So you can make this
curve go, within limits, any way you
want, within reason. You can use vig-
orous enhanced oil recovery techniques
and get it out quicker, and you can
maybe delay the peak a little bit. But
you can’t pump what is not there. And
so it ultimately is going to fall off
much, much faster. This is a very in-
teresting chart. We could spend a lot of
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time looking at this. But what you
cannot do is pump oil that you have
not found.

Now, what CERA is predicting is that
you are going to find as much more oil
as all of the reserves that now exist.
The reserves that exist, and I cal-
culated this, I think that this area
pretty much fills in this. So the reserve
that exists is this. They think we are
going to find that much more 0il? What
do you think when you look at this
chart? Do you think it is reasonable
that they are going to find that much
more 0il?

Mr. Speaker, this is a chart which
kind of smooths out those big different
bar graphs that we saw before. Now, as
early finds in the 19, here, they have a
little spike here and a big spike here.
You can smooth that whole thing out,
of course. But this is roughly a graph
drawn through the bar graphs on that
previous chart. And now we are down
here at this point in time. And the En-
ergy Information Agency, using those
three numbers that we used before, the
95 percent, which they say is low, the
50 percent, which they say is the mean,
and the 5 percent, which they say is
high, and they think that because the
50 percentile is halfway between the 95
and the 5, that that is the most likely
thing. Well, anybody in statistics
knows that if it is 95 percent more
probable, it is more probable than 50
percent probable. That is pretty simple
to understand, I think.

Well, the red dots here indicate what
the actual data have been. Now, their
projection was that this discovery line
would follow the green. Clearly it has
been following what you would expect
it to follow, the 95 percent probability.

The next chart is an interesting one,
and Hyman Rickover referred to this.
He referred to 8,000 years of recorded
history. And he, at that time, noted
that they were about 100 years into the
age of oil. Today we are about 150 years
into the age of oil. And ultimately, out
of 8,000 years of recorded history, the
age of oil will be but a blip in the his-
tory of man. It will occupy maybe 300
years from when we first found it and
started to really exploit it until it be-
comes so difficult to get and so expen-
sive that we won’t be getting much of
it again.

This is a little chart that shows the
development of the industrial revolu-
tion. It started with wood. Brown, here.
The hills of New England were denuded
carrying charcoal to England to make
steel there. Come up to Frederick
County where I live, and we have a 1it-
tle historic site up there, Catoctin Fur-
nace. We denuded the hills up there
where Camp David is now to make
charcoal to make steel at Catoctin
Furnace.

Then we discovered coal. And on the
ordinate here, it is a quadrillion Btus,
how much energy we were producing.
Look how much more energy we were
able to produce with coal. The coal lo-
comotive. Lots more energy in coal
than there is in wood, so we could do a
lot more things with.
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The industrial revolution was kind of
stuttering when we discovered gas and
oil, and then look what happened. And
if you could superimpose on this a
chart of the population growth in the
world, it would look just about like
this. Remember Hyman Rickover said
that it was going to grow from that
half billion back here to 4 billion? It
really grew to almost 7 billion, which
is where we are today. So that popu-
lation curve with appropriate dimen-
sions would just about follow exactly
the energy use curve. This is an incred-
ible amount of energy we are using
that obviously could not continue.

A really interesting statistic. Up
until the Carter years, every decade,
the world used as much oil as it had
used in all of previous history. That is
this curve. Now, in the 1970s you see
what happened. We really had a shock,
and we stopped and took some sense of
where we were. And we drove smaller
cars, and we developed more efficient
refrigerators and air conditioners, and
we reduced energy. We had a big reces-
sion, a big worldwide recession as a re-
sult of that. So energy use went down.

But now look. It is climbing back up
again. Three hundred years, the age of
oil, it will be but a blip in the history
of man.

Again, I ask, what will future people
think when they look back at this and
say, why didn’t we stop when we found
this incredible wealth under the ground
to ask what could we do with this to
get the most good for the most people
for the longer time? That is obviously
the question that almost nobody asked.
What we asked was, how can we use
more and more of this to improve more
and more our quality of life, as if it
were forever. Obviously, as Hyman
Rickover said 50 years ago, it can’t be
forever.

The next chart is a really interesting
one. As I mentioned, we are 1 person
out of 22, and we use a fourth of the
world’s energy. Energy use is on the
abscissa here, and how good you feel
about life is on the ordinate. And no-
tice that we are way out there. We feel
pretty good about life, but not as good
as many others. We are just here.
There are all of those who feel better
about life. And we clearly are using the
most energy. Only little Switzerland
comes close to us in using energy.

Interesting chart here. If you could
draw a line through this, you would see
that with little energy it is really
tough to feel good about life. But when
you come up here to what, a fifth of
the amount of energy we use, a lot of
people, Colombia, Brazil, Mexico,
China, they feel about as good about
life as we do. If you look at the coun-
tries in Europe here, you will find that
many of those use about half the en-
ergy we use, and they feel just as good
about life as we feel.

What this points out is that it is pos-
sible to live a quality life using much
less energy than we use, and all you
have to do is to look at these countries
that use very much less energy than we
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do and feel just about as good, and
some of them better. All of these above
my arm here feel better about life than
we feel about life. And they are using
less energy than we are using.

Well, what now? Well, obviously, we
must transition. Geology will assure it,
as anticipated by Hyman Rickover in
that very fascinating speech to the
physicians 50 years ago. We will transi-
tion ultimately as we go through the
age of oil from the fossil fuels to re-
newables. We have available to us some
finite sources, and I mentioned the tar
sands, and we have about as large a po-
tential supply of energy in our West
called the oil shales, a little bit dif-
ferent. They aren’t really oil. You put
a solvent in, they won’t flow out. But if
you cook them, they will turn to oil,
and you can then refine it. And there is
potentially a huge amount of energy
there. But can we get it?

The Shell Oil Company has gone
there doing some experimentation. And
a year or so ago I was a speaker out in
Denver, Colorado, at the American
chapter of the Peak Oil Association.
And the investigator for the Shell Oil
Company that conducted this little ex-
periment was there and reported on it.
And what he said in his report there
was very different than the stories you
read in the papers. The stories in the
papers said, you know, don’t worry
about energy. We have this huge poten-
tial amount there, and we have found a
way to get it. That is not what he said.

Let me tell you what they did. What
they did was, and I am not sure of the
reasoning because I hear two reasons
for it. One was that there was an aqui-
fer there they didn’t want to contami-
nate. And the other had something to
do with the mechanics of sequestering
the oil. But they drilled a series of
holes around the periphery, and then
they froze the ground, and they froze it
for a year so that now they had, in ef-
fect, a frozen vessel.

The second argument was that they
did that to contain the heat. That is a
little hard for me to understand how a
frozen vessel contains heat, but that is
the argument that I was given. Then at
the end of the year they went in and
drilled a second set of holes, and then
they pumped heat down there, and they
cooked it for a year. And then they
drilled a third set of holes, and then
when they got to the bottom of those
holes, they turned it sideways, which
they can do now, and drilled it hori-
zontally. So the oil that was loosened
by cooking it in the second set of wells
they drilled now flowed down through
the shale and was picked up by those
horizontal channels from the third set
of wells they drilled. And they pumped
for several years a really meaningful
amount of oil from that. So there is po-
tentially a lot of oil there.
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But what the investigator told us was
that it would be, I think he said, some-
thing like 2013 before they could even
decide whether it was economically
feasible to develop those fields.



H934

So there is huge potential there.
There are also huge challenges there.
But it is energy. We will develop some
of it. But it is finite. It will not last
forever either. And there is going to be
enormous cost in developing it, both
economic cost and environmental
costs.

Now, you can trade the environ-
mental cost for economic cost. If you
do not mind polluting the environment
you can develop it for less money. At
the moment, most of us believe we
should not be polluting our environ-
ment so we spend the money necessary
that we do not, although they are not
really doing that in Alberta, Canada.
They are using up precious water, and
they have a relatively huge lake of
tailing water as they call it, which is
really pretty toxic stuff.

Coal. We and China have a lot of coal.
China was suffocating themselves with
coal smoke. They closed down some of
their coal-fired power plants. People
will tell you that we have 500 years of
coal. That is just not true. It is true
that we have 250 years of coal at cur-
rent use rates. We will put the next
chart up in front of this one.

Be very careful when people tell you
we have so much of something at cur-
rent use rates. When Albert Einstein
was asked what the next big force in
the universe was going to be after nu-
clear energy, which had such a dra-
matic increase over any kind of energy
we had before that, his answer was,
compound interest, he said was the
most powerful force in the universe.

And there is a really interesting talk
given, he is not my relative, I wish he
were so I had some of his genes, but Dr.
Albert Bartlett, Professor Emeritus at
the University of Colorado has given a
talk on energy I think some 1,600
times. Just do Albert Bartlett and en-
ergy and you will pull it up. It was the
most fascinating 1-hour talk I ever lis-
tened to, and I am sure you will agree.

But he says that the biggest failure
of our industrialized society is our in-
ability to understand the exponential
function. You see this coal that will
last us 250 years at current use rates if
we increase its use only 2 percent, and
we will have to do better than that. By
the way, coal has been in the past a big
source of gas and oil.

Hitler ran his whole country and his
whole military on it. And when we
were limiting the opportunities for
trade in South Africa, they were mak-
ing gas and oil from coal. When I was
a little boy, it was coal o0il. And I
thought it was all one word, coal oil
that replaced whale oil in the lamps. 1
kept calling it coal oil a long time
after they were getting it from ker-
osene rather than coal.

But if you increase it just 2 percent,
that shrinks its usable duration to
about 85 years. But obviously for many
of our uses you cannot use coal, you
have got to use it as a gas or liquid. If
you use some of the energy from the
coal to make it into a gas or liquid you
have now shrunk it to 50 years.
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But the reality is that it does not
matter who owns the resource today, it
is all traded in a global marketplace.
And the guy who has the dollars buys
the oil or the gas. And so whether we
like it or not, there is no alternative
that we are going to share our oil with
the world. Because, you see if we use
oil from our coal, that just frees up
some oil from pumping it out of the
ground that somebody else can use.

So the effect is as if we were sharing
our oil with the world so that 50 years
from now, we use a fourth, you remem-
ber the rest of the world uses the other
three-fourths, that means that now
shrinks to 12% years. So that mar-
velous 200 years of coal at no growth
for us now shrinks to 50 years when we
increase its growth to only 2 percent,
and use some of it, the energy, to con-
vert it to gas and oil. And then we real-
ize that we are going to have to share
this, no alternative, unless we have a
big enough Navy to say, it is ours and
we can keep you from coming and get-
ting it. We are going to have to share
it with the world so now it lasts 12%
years.

Let’s go back to this chart. Going
just for a few moments about nuclear.
If you were in France, you would get
about 80, 85 percent of all of your elec-
tricity from nuclear. We get in our
country 20 percent of our electricity
from nuclear, that is a lot. When you
g0 home tonight look out your window,
and every fifth business and every fifth
house would be dark if it were not for
nuclear energy.

We have never had an accident. We
have never had a fatality. Three Mile
Island, it behaved just as it was sup-
posed to behave. I lived within the ra-
diation zone of that. And we contained
that. That was not a disaster. It was
just a demonstration that we were
building them right, because when we
had the meltdown at Three Mile Island
we contained that. There was little ef-
fect from it.

There are three different ways you
can get nuclear energy. One is the way
we get it from lightwater reactors.
That uses fissionable uranium. There is
a finite supply of fissionable uranium
in the world.

And I get wildly divergent estimates
of how long it will last, 15 years, 100
years. Again, this is at that current use
rate. So you have to ask the person,
what rate of use are you assuming
when you make this projection? This
reminds me, by the way, that we need
an honest broker to help us agree on
the facts.

It is hard to have a rational discus-
sion when you cannot agree on the
facts. And I think the right candidate
to do this is the National Academy of
Sciences. Enormously respected, very
competent. And I have talked with
them, and they would be interested in
doing this. We just need to fund them
so they can do it.

We need to have a rational discussion
of this. And we cannot have that when
there is big differences of opinion as to
what the facts are.
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Well, ultimately one day sooner or
later, there will not be enough fission-
able uranium to go to lightwater reac-
tors. So then we are going to have to
go to the second type of fission reac-
tors, that is the Dbreeder reactor.
France already uses those. The only
ones we had we used for making weap-
ons. We now do not do that anymore.
They have problems.

The big advantage, of course, is they
are what the name implies, they are
breeder reactors, they make more fuel
that they use. The problems are that
they have a byproduct that we must
store away for a quarter of a million
years. I cannot even imagine that. A
quarter of a million years.

I think there is a challenge here.
Anything that is so hot that has no
much energy in it that I cannot get
near it for a quarter of a million years,
don’t you think ought to have enough
energy there that we can do something
meaningful with it?

Now we have been profligate in our
use of energy, all energy including nu-
clear energy. And we use only a tiny
fraction of the nuclear energy in the
isotope when we say it is no longer
good for our reactors, so we put some
more in. But I think there is a big chal-
lenge there. I think there is a potential
source of energy from these byprod-
ucts. If it is so hot, such high radiation
that I cannot get near it for a quarter
of a million years, it ought to have
some usable energy in it. We have very
creative, innovative people. I think
that we can find that if we realize that
we need to.

The third type of nuclear energy is
the type that is represented in the sun
and every other star out there in the
Milky Way. The sun is a nuclear reac-
tor. And it is fusion reaction, it is like
our hydrogen bomb. By the way, it will
one day run down too. But that will be
in millions of years in the future, so in
our context we do not need to think
about that.

We have been spending money on fu-
sion, about $250 million a year. We are
always about 30 years away from a so-
lution. I gladly would vote for the
money that we spend there. I think
that we have got to do that. If we can
conquer the enormous engineering
challenges then we are home free. That
is the only energy source out there
that can take the place of fossil fuels.
But I think the odds of doing that are
about the same as the odds of winning
the lottery. And if you are satisfied
that you are going to meet your finan-
cial obligations by playing the lottery,
then you are probably satisfied that we
are going to meet our energy needs
with nuclear fusion. Please do not bet
the ranch on it.

Well, once we have gone through
these finite sources and we have done
what we can with nuclear, I have
friends that have been devoutly anti-
nuclear, but they are very bright peo-
ple. And when they are looking at a
very probable alternative, that is, shiv-
ering in the dark, not enough energy to
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keep warm, not enough energy to run
the lights, nuclear does not look all
that bad to many people who before
were not enthusiastic about it when
the alternative might be shivering in
the dark.

Well, then we have renewable re-
sources. And as Dr. Rickover said, by
and by, we will have transitioned to
these renewable resources. There will
come a day when the fossil fuels are so
scarce, so hard to get, so expensive,
that we are getting little or none of
them. And we will have, by that time,
have transitioned, like it or not, we
will have transitioned to these renew-
ables. What are they? There is the sun.
As I look at what the sun does, I am
not surprised that the ancients wor-
shiped the sun.

Almost all of the energy that we
have been talking about here came
from the sun. It was the sun that per-
mitted the organic materials to grow
in those subtropical seas that existed.
The Earth, a long time ago, was much
warmer than the Earth today. They
were up there in the North Shore of
Alaska, and in the North Sea off Eng-
land producing these organic materials
that settled to the bottom, infiltrated
by runoff from the adjacent hills, prob-
ably. This is all theory. As good an ex-
planation as I have heard as to how it
got there. Tectonic moved. It opened
up. It sank down. Near enough, proper
pressure, proper heat, enough time, and
by and by it becomes gas and oil, with
a dome over so the gas cannot escape.

Then you have a good field. You get
gas from it. You get oil from it. And if
you drill into the oil and seal off the
gas, the gas pressure above is putting
pressure on the oil, so you have a gush-
er, it just pushes it up the pipe. So you
see that this is the way it was formed.
We have an explanation for what we
find when we drill out there.

So all of the gas and oil came from
the sun. When I was a little boy, we
had a coal furnace. And we had run a
mined coal from dust to big lumps, and
some lumps so big that you could not
put them in the furnace. And there was
a sledgehammer by the wall, and we
would break the lumps so we could get
them in the furnace.

I remember as a little kid the feel-
ings that I had, and I still get a chill
when I think of this. I would break
open the lump of that coal and there
would be a fern leaf. You did not have
to tell me where the coal came from. I
knew where the coal came from. It
came from ancient vegetation that
grew and fell over and was covered up
and ultimately became coal. We can
see this process in the making in Eng-
land, of the bogs there, it is not coal
yet but you can take it out and burn it.

Wind. The wind blows because the
sun shines. It is differential heating of
the Earth that makes the wind blow.

Here is one that is not due to the sun.
This is geothermal. True geothermal,
not tying your heat pump to ground-
water or earth, which makes a whole
lot more sense than trying to coal the
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winter air and heat the summer air,
which is what your radiational air con-
ditioner and heat system, heat pump
does.

But this is tapping into the heat
from the molten core of the Earth. You
go to Iceland, there is not a single
chimney because they have a lot of
geothermal, that is where they get
their energy.

Ocean energy. Except for the tides,
all of ocean energy is really a second-
hand sun energy. It is the sun which
differentially heats the waters. It is
the sun which produces ultimately the
Gulf Stream and the Japanese current,
which carries so much warmth to
northern Europe. Look at England on a
globe. You will see that England is
about mid-Canada, that is certainly
not their climate, that is because of
what the sun does in heating that
water and setting up this conveyor
belt.

The tides, of course, are produced by
the Moon. There a lot of potential en-
ergy there. And then a very popular po-
tential source of energy today, the
President talked about it last night in
his State of the Union, energy sources
from agriculture.

Hyman Rickover in his speech here
talked about that. And he said that ul-
timately, if you are getting energy
from agriculture, you are going to be
competing with one of two things, ei-
ther you compete with food, and today
corn is over $4 a barrel, it is ordinarily
about $2 a barrel so that our dairy
farmers and chicken farmers and hog
farmers are now having a hard time
making ends meet, because corn has
about doubled in price, and that is be-
cause using corn for ethanol is com-
peting with corn for food.

If we all became vegetarians, by the
way, we would all have a whole lot
more corn to use for energy. Soy diesel,
biodiesel, these are all attractive
sources. The second potential source of
energy from agriculture was biomass.
And the President talked a lot about
that last night.

But Hyman Rickover very astutely
noted that today’s crops grow because
last year’s crops died and are fer-
tilizing them. He noted that you will
need to return the biomass to the soils
if you are going to keep productivity
going.
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Now, we can get some energy from
ethanol, and we can get some energy
from biomass by burning it or fer-
menting it, but there are limits as to
how much we can get there. And the
incredible amount of energy that we
use from fossil fuels presents a huge
challenge to try to find enough dis-
parate sources of energy to add up to
equal the energy that we get there.

Waste energy, that is an interesting
one, and we ought to be doing more of
that. It is a very good idea. But re-
member, that big pile of waste that
you see at the city dump is the result
of profligate use of energy. In an en-
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ergy-deficient world, we are not going
to have those huge piles of waste. That
is really secondhand use of fossil fuels
because that is how the waste got
there.

Hydrogen. Hydrogen is not an energy
source. We must make hydrogen. The
second law of thermal dynamics says
you will always get less energy out of
hydrogen than it took to make it. So
why are we talking about hydrogen?
For two reasons. One, when you burn
it, it is really clean. You get water.

Secondly, if we ever get an economi-
cally feasible fuel cell, hydrogen is a
great candidate for the fuel cell. But
minus a good fuel cell, there will not be
a viable hydrogen economy because
you will always get less energy out of
hydrogen than it took to make it. If
you are simply burning the hydrogen,
you could have gotten more energy by
burning the gas from which you got the
electricity which you used to split the
water to get hydrogen.

So that is why there is such a focus
on fuel cells, because it opens up the
promise of a really clean fuel with at
least twice the efficiency of the recip-
rocating engine.

The next chart, and I would like to
talk about this one in terms of a young
couple whose grandparents have died
and left them a big inheritance, and
they have now established a life-style.
Hyman Rickover described that life-
style with 33 servants, or the equiva-
lent. They have established a life-style
where 85 percent of the money they
spend comes from their grandparents’
inheritance, and only 15 percent comes
from their income. It is not going to
last long enough for them to retire.
They have to do something. They have
to spend less money or make more
money.

That 1is exactly where we are
energywise. Eighty-five percent of our
energy comes from fossil fuels: coal,
petroleum, natural gas. Only 15 percent
comes from other sources, and a bit
more than half of that comes from nu-
clear. That could grow, and probably
should grow. And that leaves 7 percent,
and this is in 2000. We are a little bet-
ter today than we were in 2000, but the
challenges are huge. Even with 30 per-
cent growth, when you are going from
0.07 percent, in 2000 that is the con-
tribution that solar made to our en-
ergy supply. It is minuscule. And the
noise level.

We are doing much better today, and
it is growing rapidly, but it is still a
tiny fraction of the energy we use.

Notice wood here, more than a third
of all of the renewables. That is the
timber industry and the paper industry
wisely using a by-product.

Waste to energy we talked about.

Wind is just another way to use sun
energy.

Conventional hydro, we have maxed
out on that. We can maybe get some
microhydro. We have about maxed out
on that.

The next chart, briefly, what do we
need to do. We need a program, if we



H936

are going to have a relatively smooth
ride, and we have waited too long to
address this problem, but we need a
program that has the total commit-
ment of World War II, that has the
technology focus of putting a man on
the moon, and has the urgency of the
Manhattan Project.

We need a vigorous conservation
time to buy time, free up some energy,
buy some time, use it wisely, invest it
in those things that will do the most
good for the most people. We could be-
come a major exporter. We have a very
innovative society. We have a farm bill
that is challenging our farmers. And if
a farm can’t be energy independent, we
have big problems because that is
where a lot of energy could be pro-
duced.

This is challenging our farm people
to develop a farm where they produce
twice as much energy as they use so
there is some for the city person.

Mr. Speaker, www.bartlett.house.gov
will get you access to all of this mate-
rial.

Mr. Speaker, | submit into the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD the entire speech “Energy Re-
sources and Our Future,” by Admiral Hyman
Rickover, Chief, Naval Reactors Branch, Divi-
sion of Reactor Development, U.S. Atomic En-
ergy Commission and Assistant Chief of the
Bureau of Ships for Nuclear Propulsion, Navy
Department, prepared for delivery at a Ban-
quet of the Annual Scientific Assembly of the
Minnesota State Medical Association, St. Paul,
Minnesota on May 14, 1957.

ENERGY RESOURCES AND OUR FUTURE

I am honored to be here tonight, though it
is no easy thing, I assure you, for a layman
to face up to an audience of physicians. A
single one of you, sitting behind his desk,
can be quite formidable.

My speech has no medical connotations.
This may be a relief to you after the solid
professional fare you have been absorbing. I
should like to discuss a matter which will, I
hope, be of interest to you as responsible
citizens: the significance of energy resources
in the shaping of our future.

We live in what historians may some day
call the Fossil Fuel Age. Today coal, oil, and
natural gas supply 93% of the world’s energy;
water power accounts for only 1%; and the
labor of men and domestic animals the re-
maining 6%. This is a startling reversal of
corresponding figures for 1850—only a cen-
tury ago. Then fossil fuels supplied 5% of the
world’s energy, and men and animals 94%.
Five sixths of all the coal, oil, and gas con-
sumed since the beginning of the Fossil Fuel
Age has been burned up in the last 55 years.

These fuels have been known to man for
more than 3,000 years. In parts of China, coal
was used for domestic heating and cooking,
and natural gas for lighting as early as 1000
B.C. The Babylonians burned asphalt a thou-
sand years earlier. But these early uses were
sporadic and of no economic significance.
Fossil fuels did not become a major source of
energy until machines running on coal, gas,
or oil were invented. Wood, for example, was
the most important fuel until 1880 when it
was replaced by coal; coal, in turn, has only
recently been surpassed by oil in this coun-
try.

Once in full swing, fossil fuel consumption
has accelerated at phenomenal rates. All the
fossil fuels used before 1900 would not last
five years at today’s rates of consumption.

Nowhere are these rates higher and grow-
ing faster than in the United States. Our
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country, with only 6% of the world’s popu-
lation, uses one third of the world’s total en-
ergy input; this proportion would be even
greater except that we use energy more effi-
ciently than other countries. Each American
has at his disposal, each year, energy equiva-
lent to that obtainable from eight tons of
coal. This is six times the world’s per capita
energy consumption. Though not quite so
spectacular, corresponding figures for other
highly industrialized countries also show
above average consumption figures. The
United Kingdom, for example, uses more
than three times as much energy as the
world average.

With high energy consumption goes a high
standard of living. Thus the enormous fossil
energy which we in this country control
feeds machines which make each of us mas-
ter of an army of mechanical slaves. Man’s
muscle power is rated at 35 watts continu-
ously, or one-twentieth horsepower. Ma-
chines therefore furnish every American in-
dustrial worker with energy equivalent to
that of 244 men, while at least 2,000 men push
his automobile along the road, and his fam-
ily is supplied with 33 faithful household
helpers. Each locomotive engineer controls
energy equivalent to that of 100,000 men;
each jet pilot of 700,000 men. Truly, the hum-
blest American enjoys the services of more
slaves than were once owned by the richest
nobles, and lives better than most ancient
kings. In retrospect, and despite wars, revo-
lutions, and disasters, the hundred years just
gone by may well seem like a Golden Age.

Whether this Golden Age will continue de-
pends entirely upon our ability to keep en-
ergy supplies in balance with the needs of
our growing population. Before I go into this
question, let me review briefly the role of en-
ergy resources in the rise and fall of civiliza-
tions.

Possession of surplus energy is, of course,
a requisite for any kind of civilization, for if
man possesses merely the energy of his own
muscles, he must expend all his strength—
mental and physical—to obtain the bare ne-
cessities of life.

Surplus energy provides the material foun-
dation for civilized living—a comfortable and
tasteful home instead of a bare shelter; at-
tractive clothing instead of mere covering to
keep warm; appetizing food instead of any-
thing that suffices to appease hunger. It pro-
vides the freedom from toil without which
there can be no art, music, literature, or
learning. There is no need to belabor the
point. What lifted man—one of the weaker
mammals—above the animal world was that
he could devise, with his brain, ways to in-
crease the energy at his disposal, and use the
leisure so gained to cultivate his mind and
spirit. Where man must rely solely on the
energy of his own body, he can sustain only
the most meager existence.

Man’s first step on the ladder of civiliza-
tion dates from his discovery of fire and his
domestication of animals. With these energy
resources he was able to build a pastoral cul-
ture. To move upward to an agricultural civ-
ilization he needed more energy. In the past
this was found in the labor of dependent
members of large patriarchal families, aug-
mented by slaves obtained through purchase
or as war booty. There are some backward
communities which to this day depend on
this type of energy.

Slave labor was necessary for the city-
states and the empires of antiquity; they fre-
quently had slave populations larger than
their free citizenry. As long as slaves were
abundant and no moral censure attached to
their ownership, incentives to search for al-
ternative sources of energy were lacking;
this may well have been the single most im-
portant reason why engineering advanced
very little in ancient times.
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A reduction of per capita energy consump-
tion has always in the past led to a decline
in civilization and a reversion to a more
primitive way of life. For example, exhaus-
tion of wood fuel is believed to have been the
primary reason for the fall of the Mayan Civ-
ilization on this continent and of the decline
of once flourishing civilizations in Asia.
India and China once had large forests, as did
much of the Middle East. Deforestation not
only lessened the energy base but had a fur-
ther disastrous effect: lacking plant cover,
soil washed away, and with soil erosion the
nutritional base was reduced as well.

Another cause of declining civilization
comes with pressure of population on avail-
able land. A point is reached where the land
can no longer support both the people and
their domestic animals. Horses and mules
disappear first. Finally even the versatile
water buffalo is displaced by man who is two
and one half times as efficient an energy
converter as are draft animals. It must al-
ways be remembered that while domestic
animals and agricultural machines increase
productivity per man, maximum produc-
tivity per acre is achieved only by intensive
manual cultivation.

It is a sobering thought that the impover-
ished people of Asia, who today seldom go to
sleep with their hunger completely satisfied,
were once far more civilized and lived much
better than the people of the West. And not
so very long ago, either. It was the stories
brought back by Marco Polo of the mar-
velous civilization in China which turned Eu-
rope’s eyes to the riches of the East, and in-
duced adventurous sailors to brave the high
seas in their small vessels searching for a di-
rect route to the fabulous Orient. The
“wealth of the Indies’’ is a phrase still used,
but whatever wealth may be there it cer-
tainly is not evident in the life of the people
today.

Asia failed to keep technological pace with
the needs of her growing populations and
sank into such poverty that in many places
man has become again the primary source of
energy, since other energy converters have
become too expensive. This must be obvious
to the most casual observer. What this
means is quite simply a reversion to a more
primitive stage of civilization with all that
it implies for human dignity and happiness.

Anyone who has watched a sweating Chi-
nese farm worker strain at his heavily laden
wheelbarrow, creaking along a cobblestone
road, or who has flinched as he drives past an
endless procession of human beasts of burden
moving to market in Java—the slender
women bent under mountainous loads heaped
on their heads—anyone who has seen statis-
tics translated into flesh and bone, realizes
the degradation of man’s stature when his
muscle power becomes the only energy
source he can afford. Civilization must with-
er when human beings are so degraded.

Where slavery represented a major source
of energy, its abolition had the immediate
effect of reducing energy consumption. Thus
when this time-honored institution came
under moral censure by Christianity, civili-
zation declined until other sources of energy
could be found. Slavery is incompatible with
Christian belief in the worth of the humblest
individual as a child of God. As Christianity
spread through the Roman Empire and mas-
ters freed their slaves—in obedience to the
teaching of the Church—the energy base of
Roman civilization crumbled. This, some
historians believe, may have been a major
factor in the decline of Rome and the tem-
porary reversion to a more primitive way of
life during the Dark Ages. Slavery gradually
disappeared throughout the Western world,
except in its milder form of serfdom. That it
was revived a thousand years later merely
shows man’s ability to stifle his conscience—
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at least for a while—when his economic
needs are great. Eventually, even the needs
of overseas plantation economies did not suf-
fice to keep alive a practice so deeply repug-
nant to Western man’s deepest convictions.

It may well be that it was unwillingness to
depend on slave labor for their energy needs
which turned the minds of medieval Euro-
peans to search for alternate sources of en-
ergy, thus sparking the Power Revolution of
the Middle Ages which, in turn, paved the
way for the Industrial Revolution of the 19th
Century. When slavery disappeared in the
West engineering advanced. Men began to
harness the power of nature by utilizing
water and wind as energy sources. The sail-
ing ship, in particular, which replaced the
slave-driven galley of antiquity, was vastly
improved by medieval shipbuilders and be-
came the first machine enabling man to con-
trol large amounts of inanimate energy.

The next important high-energy converter
used by Europeans was gunpowder—an en-
ergy source far superior to the muscular
strength of the strongest bowman or lancer.
With ships that could navigate the high seas
and arms that could outfire any hand weap-
on, Europe was now powerful enough to pre-
empt for herself the vast empty areas of the
Western Hemisphere into which she poured
her surplus populations to build new nations
of European stock. With these ships and
arms she also gained political control over
populous areas in Africa and Asia from
which she drew the raw materials needed to
speed her industrialization, thus comple-
menting her naval and military dominance
with economic and commercial supremacy.

When a low-energy society comes in con-
tact with a high-energy society, the advan-
tage always lies with the latter. The Euro-
peans not only achieved standards of living
vastly higher than those of the rest of the
world, but they did this while their popu-
lation was growing at rates far surpassing
those of other peoples. In fact, they doubled
their share of total world population in the
short span of three centuries. From one sixth
in 1650, the people of European stock in-
creased to almost one third of total world
population by 1950.

Meanwhile much of the rest of the world
did not even keep energy sources in balance
with population growth. Per capita energy
consumption actually diminished in large
areas. It is this difference in energy con-
sumption which has resulted in an ever-wid-
ening gap between the one-third minority
who live in high-energy countries and the
two-thirds majority who live in low-energy
areas.

These so-called underdeveloped countries
are now finding it far more difficult to catch
up with the fortunate minority than it was
for Europe to initiate transition from low-
energy to high-energy consumption. For one
thing, their ratio of land to people is much
less favorable; for another, they have no out-
let for surplus populations to ease the transi-
tion since all the empty spaces have already
been taken over by people of European stock.

Almost all of today’s low-energy countries
have a population density so great that it
perpetuates dependence on intensive manual
agriculture which alone can yield barely
enough food for their people. They do not
have enough acreage, per capita, to justify
using domestic animals or farm machinery,
although better seeds, better soil manage-
ment, and better hand tools could bring
some improvement. A very large part of
their working population must nevertheless
remain on the land, and this limits the
amount of surplus energy that can be pro-
duced. Most of these countries must choose
between using this small energy surplus to
raise their very low standard of living or
postpone present rewards for the sake of fu-
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ture gain by investing the surplus in new in-
dustries. The choice is difficult because
there is no guarantee that today’s denial
may not prove to have been in vain. This is
so because of the rapidity with which public
health measures have reduced mortality
rates, resulting in population growth as high
or even higher than that of the high-energy
nations. Theirs is a bitter choice; it accounts
for much of their anti-Western feeling and
may well portend a prolonged period of world
instability.

How closely energy consumption is related
to standards of living may be illustrated by
the example of India. Despite intelligent and
sustained efforts made since independence,
India’s per capita income is still only 20
cents daily; her infant mortality is four
times ours; and the life expectance of her
people is less than one half that of the indus-
trialized countries of the West. These are ul-
timate consequences of India’s very low en-
ergy consumption: one-fourteenth of world
average; one-eightieth of ours.

Ominous, too, is the fact that while world
food production increased 9% in the six years
from 1945-51, world population increased by
12%. Not only is world population increasing
faster than world food production, but unfor-
tunately, increases in food production tend
to occur in the already well-fed, high-energy
countries rather than in the undernourished,
low-energy countries where food is most
lacking.

I think no further elaboration is needed to
demonstrate the significance of energy re-
sources for our own future. Our civilization
rests upon a technological base which re-
quires enormous quantities of fossil fuels.
What assurance do we then have that our en-
ergy needs will continue to be supplied by
fossil fuels: The answer is—in the long run—
none.

The earth is finite. Fossil fuels are not re-
newable. In this respect our energy base dif-
fers from that of all earlier civilizations.
They could have maintained their energy
supply by careful cultivation. We cannot.
Fuel that has been burned is gone forever.
Fuel is even more evanescent than metals.
Metals, too, are non-renewable resources
threatened with ultimate extinction, but
something can be salvaged from scrap. Fuel
leaves no scrap and there is nothing man can
do to rebuild exhausted fossil fuel reserves.
They were created by solar energy 500 mil-
lion years ago and took eons to grow to their
present volume.

In the face of the basic fact that fossil fuel
reserves are finite, the exact length of time
these reserves will last is important in only
one respect: the longer they last, the more
time do we have, to invent ways of living off
renewable or substitute energy sources and
to adjust our economy to the vast changes
which we can expect from such a shift.

Fossil fuels resemble capital in the bank. A
prudent and responsible parent will use his
capital sparingly in order to pass on to his
children as much as possible of his inherit-
ance. A selfish and irresponsible parent will
squander it in riotous living and care not one
whit how his offspring will fare.

Engineers whose work familiarizes them
with energy statistics; far-seeing industri-
alists who know that energy is the principal
factor which must enter into all planning for
the future; responsible governments who re-
alize that the well-being of their citizens and
the political power of their countries depend
on adequate energy supplies—all these have
begun to be concerned about energy re-
sources. In this country, especially, many
studies have been made in the last few years,
seeking to discover accurate information on
fossil-fuel reserves and foreseeable fuel
needs.

Statistics involving the human factor are,
of course, never exact. The size of usable re-
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serves depends on the ability of engineers to
improve the efficiency of fuel extraction and
use. It also depends on discovery of new
methods to obtain energy from inferior re-
sources at costs which can be borne without
unduly depressing the standard of living. Es-
timates of future needs, in turn, rely heavily
on population figures which must always
allow for a large element of uncertainty, par-
ticularly as man reaches a point where he is
more and more able to control his own way
of life.

Current estimates of fossil fuel reserves
vary to an astonishing degree. In part this is
because the results differ greatly if cost of
extraction is disregarded or if in calculating
how long reserves will last, population
growth is not taken into consideration; or,
equally important, not enough weight is
given to increased fuel consumption required
to process inferior or substitute metals. We
are rapidly approaching the time when ex-
haustion of better grade metals will force us
to turn to poorer grades requiring in most
cases greater expenditure of energy per unit
of metal.

But the most significant distinction be-
tween optimistic and pessimistic fuel reserve
statistics is that the optimists generally
speak of the immediate future—the next
twenty-five years or so—while the pessimists
think in terms of a century from now. A cen-
tury or even two is a short span in the his-
tory of a great people. It seems sensible to
me to take a long view, even if this involves
facing unpleasant facts.

For it is an unpleasant fact that according
to our best estimates, total fossil fuel re-
serves recoverable at not over twice today’s
unit cost, are likely to run out at some time
between the years 2000 and 2050, if present
standards of living and population growth
rates are taken into account. Oil and natural
gas will disappear first, coal last. There will
be coal left in the earth, of course. But it
will be so difficult to mine that energy costs
would rise to economically intolerable
heights, so that it would then become nec-
essary either to discover new energy sources
or to lower standards of living drastically.

For more than one hundred years we have
stoked ever growing numbers of machines
with coal; for fifty years we have pumped gas
and oil into our factories, cars, trucks, trac-
tors, ships, planes, and homes without giving
a thought to the future. Occasionally the
voice of a Cassandra has been raised only to
be quickly silenced when a lucky discovery
revised estimates of our oil reserves upward,
or a new coalfield was found in some remote
spot. Fewer such lucky discoveries can be ex-
pected in the future, especially in industri-
alized countries where extensive mapping of
resources has been done. Yet the popular-
izers of scientific news would have us believe
that there is no cause for anxiety, that re-
serves will last thousands of years, and that
before they run out science will have pro-
duced miracles. Our past history and secu-
rity have given us the sentimental belief
that the things we fear will never really hap-
pen—that everything turns out right in the
end. But, prudent men will reject these tran-
quilizers and prefer to face the facts so that
they can plan intelligently for the needs of
their posterity.

Looking into the future, from the mid-20th
Century, we cannot feel overly confident
that present high standards of living will of
a certainty continue through the next cen-
tury and beyond. Fossil fuel costs will soon
definitely begin to rise as the best and most
accessible reserves are exhausted, and more
effort will be required to obtain the same en-
ergy from remaining reserves. It is likely
also that liquid fuel synthesized from coal
will be more expensive. Can we feel certain
that when economically recoverable fossil
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fuels are gone science will have learned how
to maintain a high standard of living on re-
newable energy sources?

I believe it would be wise to assume that
the principal renewable fuel sources which
we can expect to tap before fossil reserves
run out will supply only 7 to 15% of future
energy needs. The five most important of
these renewable sources are wood fuel, farm
wastes, wind, water power, and solar heat.

Wood fuel and farm wastes are dubious as
substitutes because of growing food require-
ments to be anticipated. Land is more likely
to be used for food production than for tree
crops; farm wastes may be more urgently
needed to fertilize the soil than to fuel ma-
chines.

Wind and water power can furnish only a
very small percentage of our energy needs.
Moreover, as with solar energy, expensive
structures would be required, making use of
land and metals which will also be in short
supply. Nor would anything we know today
justify putting too much reliance on solar
energy though it will probably prove feasible
for home heating in favorable localities and
for cooking in hot countries which lack
wood, such as India.

More promising is the outlook for nuclear
fuels. These are not, properly speaking, re-
newable energy sources, at least not in the
present state of technology, but their capac-
ity to “breed’’ and the very high energy out-
put from small quantities of fissionable ma-
terial, as well as the fact that such materials
are relatively abundant, do seem to put nu-
clear fuels into a separate category from ex-
haustible fossil fuels. The disposal of radio-
active wastes from nuclear power plants is,
however, a problem which must be solved be-
fore there can be any widespread use of nu-
clear power.

Another limit in the use of nuclear power
is that we do not know today how to employ
it otherwise than in large units to produce
electricity or to supply heating. Because of
its inherent characteristics, nuclear fuel
cannot be used directly in small machines,
such as cars, trucks, or tractors. It is doubt-
ful that it could in the foreseeable future
furnish economical fuel for civilian airplanes
or ships, except very large ones. Rather than
nuclear locomotives, it might prove advan-
tageous to move trains by electricity pro-
duced in nuclear central stations. We are
only at the beginning of nuclear technology,
so it is difficult to predict what we may ex-
pect.

Transportation—the lifeblood of all tech-
nically advanced civilizations—seems to be
assured, once we have borne the initial high
cost of electrifying railroads and replacing
buses with streetcars or interurban electric
trains. But, unless science can perform the
miracle of synthesizing automobile fuel from
some energy source as yet unknown or un-
less trolley wires power electric automobiles
on all streets and highways, it will be wise to
face up to the possibility of the ultimate dis-
appearance of automobiles, trucks, buses,
and tractors. Before all the oil is gone and
hydrogenation of coal for synthetic liquid
fuels has come to an end, the cost of auto-
motive fuel may have risen to a point where
private cars will be too expensive to run and
public transportation again becomes a prof-
itable business.

Today the automobile is the most uneco-
nomical user of energy. Its efficiency is 5
percent compared with 23 percent for the
Diesel-electric railway. It is the most rav-
enous devourer of fossil fuels, accounting for
over half of the total oil consumption in this
country. And the oil we use in the United
States in one year took nature about 14 mil-
lion years to create. Curiously, the auto-
mobile, which is the greatest single cause of
the rapid exhaustion of oil reserves, may
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eventually be the first fuel consumer to suf-
fer. Reduction in automotive use would ne-
cessitate an extraordinarily costly reorga-
nization of the pattern of living in industri-
alized nations, particularly in the United
States. It would seem prudent to bear this in
mind in future planning of cities and indus-
trial locations.

Our present known reserves of fissionable
materials are many times as large as our net
economically recoverable reserves of coal. A
point will be reached before this century is
over when fossil fuel costs will have risen
high enough to make nuclear fuels economi-
cally competitive. Before that time comes
we shall have to make great efforts to raise
our entire body of engineering and scientific
knowledge to a higher plateau. We must also
induce many more young Americans to be-
come metallurgical and nuclear engineers.
Else we shall not have the knowledge or the
people to build and run the nuclear power
plants which ultimately may have to furnish
the major part of our energy needs. If we
start to plan now, we may be able to achieve
the requisite level of scientific and engineer-
ing knowledge before our fossil fuel reserves
give out, but the margin of safety is not
large. This is also based on the assumption
that atomic war can be avoided and that
population growth will not exceed that now
calculated by demographic experts.

War, of course, cancels all man’s expecta-
tions. Even growing world tension just short
of war could have far-reaching effects. In
this country it might, on the one hand, lead
to greater conservation of domestic fuels, to
increased oil imports, and to an acceleration
in scientific research which might turn up
unexpected new energy sources. On the other
hand, the resulting armaments race would
deplete metal reserves more rapidly, has-
tening the day when inferior metals must be
utilized with consequent greater expenditure
of energy. Underdeveloped nations with fos-
sil fuel deposits might be coerced into with-
holding them from the free world or may
themselves decide to retain them for their
own future use. The effect on Europe, which
depends on coal and oil imports, would be
disastrous and we would have to share our
own supplies or lose our allies.

Barring atomic war or unexpected changes
in the population curve, we can count on an
increase in world population from two and
one half billion today to four billion in the
year 2000; six to eight billion by 2050. The
United States is expected to quadruple its
population during the 20th Century—from 75
million in 1900 to 300 million in 2000—and to
reach at least 375 million in 2050. This would
almost exactly equal India’s present popu-
lation which she supports on just a little
under half of our land area.

It is an awesome thing to contemplate a
graph of world population growth from pre-
historic times—tens of thousands of years
ago—to the day after tomorrow—let us say
the year 2000 AD. If we visualize the popu-
lation curve as a road which starts at sea
level and rises in proportion as world popu-
lation increases, we should see it stretching
endlessly, almost level, for 99 percent of the
time that man has inhabited the earth. In
6000 B.C., when recorded history begins, the
road is running at a height of about 70 feet
above sea level, which corresponds to a popu-
lation of 10 million. Seven thousand years
later—in 1000 AD.—the road has reached an
elevation of 1,600 feet; the gradation now be-
comes steeper, and 600 years later the road is
2,900 feet high. During the short span of the
next 400 years—from 1600 to 2000—it suddenly
turns sharply upward at an almost perpen-
dicular inclination and goes straight up to
an elevation of 29,000 feet—the height of Mt.
Everest, the world’s tallest mountain.

In the 8,000 years from the beginning of
history to the year 2000 AD. world population
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will have grown from 10 million to 4 billion,
with 90 percent of that growth taking place
during the last 5 percent of that period, in
400 years. It took the first 3,000 years of re-
corded history to accomplish the first dou-
bling of population, 100 years for the last
doubling, but the next doubling will require
only 50 years. Calculations give us the aston-
ishing estimate that one out of every 20
human beings born into this world is alive
today.

The rapidity of population growth has not
given us enough time to readjust our think-
ing. Not much more than a century ago our
country—the very spot on which I now stand
was a wilderness in which a pioneer could
find complete freedom from men and from
government. If things became too crowded—
if he saw his neighbor’s chimney smoke—he
could, and often did, pack up and move west.
We began life in 1776 as a nation of less than
four million people—spread over a vast con-
tinent—with seemingly inexhaustible riches
of nature all about. We conserved what was
scarce—human labor—and squandered what
seemed abundant—natural resources—and we
are still doing the same today.

Much of the wilderness which nurtured
what is most dynamic in the American char-
acter has now been buried under cities, fac-
tories and suburban developments where
each picture window looks out on nothing
more inspiring than the neighbor’s back yard
with the smoke of his fire in the wire basket
clearly visible.

Life in crowded communities cannot be the
same as life on the frontier. We are no longer
free, as was the pioneer—to work for our own
immediate needs regardless of the future. We
are no longer as independent of men and of
government as were Americans two or three
generations ago. An ever larger share of
what we earn must go to solve problems
caused by crowded living—bigger govern-
ments; bigger city, state, and federal budgets
to pay for more public services. Merely to
supply us with enough water and to carry
away our waste products becomes more dif-
ficult and expansive daily. More laws and
law enforcement agencies are needed to reg-
ulate human relations in urban industrial
communities and on crowded highways than
in the America of Thomas Jefferson.

Certainly no one likes taxes, but we must
become reconciled to larger taxes in the
larger America of tomorrow.

I suggest that this is a good time to think
soberly about our responsibilities to our de-
scendents—those who will ring out the Fossil
Fuel Age. Our greatest responsibility, as par-
ents and as citizens, is to give America’s
youngsters the best possible education. We
need the best teachers and enough of them to
prepare our young people for a future im-
measurably more complex than the present,
and calling for ever larger numbers of com-
petent and highly trained men and women.
This means that we must not delay building
more schools, colleges, and playgrounds. It
means that we must reconcile ourselves to
continuing higher taxes to build up and
maintain at decent salaries a greatly en-
larged corps of much better trained teachers,
even at the cost of denying ourselves such
momentary pleasures as buying a bigger new
car, or a TV set, or household gadget. We
should find—I believe—that these small self-
denials would be far more than offset by the
benefits they would buy for tomorrow’s
America. We might even—if we wanted—give
a break to these youngsters by cutting fuel
and metal consumption a little here and
there so as to provide a safer margin for the
necessary adjustments which eventually
must be made in a world without fossil fuels.

One final thought I should like to leave
with you. High-energy consumption has al-
ways been a prerequisite of political power.
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The tendency is for political power to be con-
centrated in an ever-smaller number of coun-
tries. Ultimately, the nation which controls
the largest energy resources will become
dominant. If we give thought to the problem
of energy resources, if we act wisely and in
time to conserve what we have and prepare
well for necessary future changes, we shall
insure this dominant position for our own
country.

——————

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. FATTAH (at the request of Mr.
HoYER) for today on account of per-
sonal reasons.

Mr. EVERETT (at the request of Mr.
BOEHNER) for today after 11:00 a.m. on
account of a family matter.

Mr. BRADY of Texas (at the request of
Mr. BOEHNER) for today after 2:00 p.m.
on account of illness.

Mr. LUcAs (at the request of Mr.
BOEHNER) for today on account of ill-
ness in the family.

————

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. HODES) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California, for
5 minutes, today.

Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today.

Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today.

Ms. WATERS, for 56 minutes, today.

Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. HODES, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. SCHIFF, for 5 minutes, today.

Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York, for 5
minutes, today.

Mr. MILLER of North Carolina, for 5
minutes, today.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas,
for 5 minutes, today.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, for 5 min-
utes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. KIRK) to revise and extend
their remarks and include extraneous
material:)

Mr. JONES of North Carolina, for 5
minutes, January 29, 30 and 31.

——————

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland, and to in-
clude therein extraneous material, not-
withstanding the fact that it exceeds
two pages of the RECORD and is esti-
mated by the Public Printer to cost
$1,620.

———

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

Mrs. Haas, Clerk of the House, re-
ported and found truly enrolled a bill
of the House of the following title,
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which was thereupon signed by the
Speaker:

H.R. 475. An act to revise the composition
of the House of Representatives Page Board
to equalize the number of members rep-
resenting the majority and minority parties
and to include a member representing the
parents of pages and a member representing
former pages, and for other purposes.

————
ADJOURNMENT

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr.
Speaker, pursuant to House Concurrent
Resolution 41, 110th Congress, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Concurrent Resolution 41,
110th Congress, the House stands ad-
journed until 2 p.m. on Monday, Janu-
ary 29, 2007.

Thereupon (at 5 o’clock and 50 min-
utes p.m.), pursuant to House Concur-
rent Resolution 41, the House ad-
journed until Monday, January 29, 2007,
at 2 p.m.

———

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

407. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. ACT 16-646, ‘‘National Capital
Revitalization Corporation Asset Transfer
Clarification Amendment Act of 2006, pur-
suant to D.C. Code section 1-233(c)(1); to the
Committee on Oversight and Government
Reform.

408. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. ACT 16-647, ‘“‘Community Access
to Health Care Amendment Act of 2006, pur-
suant to D.C. Code section 1-233(c)(1); to the
Committee on Oversight and Government
Reform.

409. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. ACT 16-648, ‘‘Closing of a Por-
tion of a Public Alley in Square 85, S.0. 06-
8859, Act of 2006,”’ pursuant to D.C. Code sec-
tion 1-233(c)(1); to the Committee on Over-
sight and Government Reform.

410. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. ACT 16-649, “‘Film DC Economic
Incentive Act of 2006,”” pursuant to D.C. Code
section 1-233(c)(1); to the Committee on
Oversight and Government Reform.

411. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. ACT 16-650, ‘‘Closing of a Public
Alley in Square 375, S.0. 06-656, Act of 2006,”
pursuant to D.C. Code section 1-233(c)(1); to
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform.

412. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. ACT 16-651, “Domestic Partner-
ship Joint Filing Act of 2006, pursuant to
D.C. Code section 1-233(c)(1); to the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government Re-
form.

413. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. ACT 16-652, ‘‘Anti-Deficiency
Act Revision Act of 2006,”” pursuant to D.C.
Code section 1-233(c)(1); to the Committee on
Oversight and Government Reform.

414. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
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copy of D.C. ACT 16-653, ‘‘Second Techincal
Amendments Act of 2006, pursuant to D.C.
Code section 1-233(c)(1); to the Committee on
Oversight and Government Reform.

415. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. ACT 16-654, ‘‘Mayor and Council
Compensation Adjustment and Compensa-
tion Advisory Commission Establishment
Amendment Act of 2006,” pursuant to D.C.
Code section 1-233(c)(1); to the Committee on
Oversight and Government Reform.

416. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. ACT 16-655, ‘‘Shelter Monitoring
and Emergency Assistance Amendment Act
of 2006, pursuant to D.C. Code section 1-
233(c)(1); to the Committee on Oversight and
Government Reform.

417. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. ACT 16-630, ‘‘Mandatory Juve-
nile Public Safety Notification Act of 2006,
pursuant to D.C. Code section 1-233(c)(1); to
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform.

418. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. ACT 16-629, ‘‘Protection from
Discriminatory Eviction for Victims of Do-
mestic Violence Amendment Act of 2006,
pursuant to D.C. Code section 1-233(c)(1); to
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform.

419. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. ACT 16-628, ‘‘Jury Trial Im-
provements Act of 2006, pursuant to D.C.
Code section 1-233(c)(1); to the Committee on
Oversight and Government Reform.

420. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. ACT 16-639, ‘‘Closing of Portions
of a Public Alley System in Square 700, S.O.
06-3582, Act of 2006, pursuant to D.C. Code
section 1-233(c)(1); to the Committee on
Oversight and Government Reform.

421. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. ACT 16-640, ‘‘Closing of a Public
Alley in Squares 739, the Closure of Streets,
the Opening and Widening of Streets, and the
Dedication of Land for Street Purposes (S.0.
06-221), Act of 2006, pursuant to D.C. Code
section 1-233(c)(1); to the Committee on
Oversight and Government Reform.

422. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. ACT 16-641, “Walter E. Wash-
ington Convention Center Designation Act of
2006, pursuant to D.C. Code section 1-
233(c)(1); to the Committee on Oversight and
Government Reform.

423. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. ACT 16-642, ‘“Use of Closed Cir-
cuit Television to Combat Crime Amend-
ment Act of 2006, pursuant to D.C. Code sec-
tion 1-233(c)(1); to the Committee on Over-
sight and Government Reform.

424. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. ACT 16-643, ‘‘Rebuttable Pre-
sumption to Detain Robbery and Handgun
Violation Suspects Act of 2006,”” pursuant to
D.C. Code section 1-233(c)(1); to the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government Re-
form.

425. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. ACT 16-644, ‘‘Special Purpose Fi-
nancial Captive Authorization Amendment
Act of 2006,”” pursuant to D.C. Code section 1-
233(c)(1); to the Committee on Oversight and
Government Reform.

426. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. ACT 16-645, ‘‘Captive Insurance
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Company Amendment Act of 2006,”” pursuant
to D.C. Code section 1-233(c)(1); to the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government Re-
form.

427. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. ACT 16-638, ‘‘Closing of Portions
of a Public Alley System on the West Side of
Square 701, S.0. 06-3392, Act of 2006,”” pursu-
ant to D.C. Code section 1-233(c)(1); to the
Committee on Oversight and Government
Reform.

428. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. ACT 16-636, ‘‘Department of
Motor Vehicles Service and Safety Amend-
ment Act of 2006, pursuant to D.C. Code sec-
tion 1-233(c)(1); to the Committee on Over-
sight and Government Reform.

429. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. ACT 16-635, ‘‘Workforce Housing
Production Program Approval Act of 2006,
pursuant to D.C. Code section 1-233(c)(1); to
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform.

430. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. ACT 16-634, ‘‘Closing of Public
Alleys in Square 798, 799, and 824 (S.0. 04-
12081) and Dedication and Designation of 2nd
Place, S.E., 3rd Place, S.E., L Street, S.E.,
(S.0. 04-12080), Act of 2006,” pursuant to D.C.
Code section 1-233(c)(1); to the Committee on
Oversight and Government Reform.

431. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. ACT 16-633, ‘‘Interest on Rental
Security Deposits Amendment Act of 2006,”
pursuant to D.C. Code section 1-233(c)(1); to
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform.

432. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. ACT 16-632, ‘‘Inclusionary Zon-
ing Implementation Amendment Act of
2006, pursuant to D.C. Code section 1-
233(c)(1); to the Committee on Oversight and
Government Reform.

433. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. ACT 16-631, ‘‘Criminal Record
Sealing Act of 2006,”pursuant to D.C. Code
section 1-233(c)(1); to the Committee on
Oversight and Government Reform.

434. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. ACT 16-627, ‘‘Commercial Excep-
tion Clarification Act of 2006,”” pursuant to
D.C. Code section 1-233(c)(1); to the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government Re-
form.

435. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. ACT 16-626, ‘‘Property Interest
Amendment Act of 2006, pursuant to D.C.
Code section 1-233(c)(1); to the Committee on
Oversight and Government Reform.

436. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. ACT 16-625, ‘‘Placement of Stu-
dents with Disabilities in Nonpublic Schools
Amendment Act of 2006, pursuant to D.C.
Code section 1-233(c)(1); to the Committee on
Oversight and Government Reform.

437. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. ACT 16-624, ‘‘Public Charter
School Assets and Facilities Preservation
Amendment Act of 2006, pursuant to D.C.
Code section 1-233(c)(1); to the Committee on
Oversight and Government Reform.

438. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. ACT 16-622, ‘‘Longtime Residen-
tial Business Definition Amendment Act of
2006, pursuant to D.C. Code section 1-
233(c)(1); to the Committee on Oversight and
Government Reform.
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439. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. ACT 16-623, ‘‘Rate of Pay for the
Position of Inspector General for the Office
of the Inspector General Amendment Act of
2006,”” pursuant to D.C. Code section 1-
233(c)(1); to the Committee on Oversight and
Government Reform.

440. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. ACT 16-621, ‘‘Childhood Lead
Screening Amendment Act of 2006,”” pursuant
to D.C. Code section 1-233(c)(1); to the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government Re-
form.

441. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. ACT 16-620, ‘‘Developmental Dis-
abilities Services Management Reform
Amendment Act of 2006, pursuant to D.C.
Code section 1-233(c)(1); to the Committee on
Oversight and Government Reform.

442. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. ACT 16-619, ‘“‘Medical Malpratice
Amendment Act of 2006, pursuant to D.C.
Code section 1-233(c)(1); to the Committee on
Oversight and Government Reform.

443. A letter from the Chairman, Council of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. ACT 16-618, ‘‘Homeland Secu-
rity, Risk Reduction, and Preparedness
Amendment Act of 2006, pursuant to D.C.
Code section 1-233(c)(1); to the Committee on
Oversight and Government Reform.

444. A letter from the Chief Counsel, Bu-
reau of Public Debt, Department of the
Treasury, transmitting the Department’s
final rule — Sale and Issue of Marketable
Book-Entry Treasury Bills, Notes, and Bonds
— Securities Eligible for Purchase in Legacy
Treasury Direct [Docket No. BPD GSRS 06-
03] received January 18, 2007, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

445. A letter from the Chief Counsel, Bu-
reau of Public Debt, Department of the
Treasury, transmitting the Department’s
final rule — Sale and Issue of Marketable
Book-Entry Treasury Bills, Notes, and Bonds
— Customer Confirmation Reporting Re-
quirement Threshold Amount [Docket No.
BOD GSRS 06-02] received December 15, 2006,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

446. A letter from the Chief, Publications
and Regulations Branch, Internal Revenue
Service, transmitting the Service’s final rule
— Gross Income Defined (Rev. Rul. 2007-7) re-
ceived January 17, 2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

447. A letter from the Chief, Publications
and Regulations Branch, Internal Revenue
Service, transmitting the Service’s final rule
— Look-thru rule for related controlled for-
eign corporations [Notice 2007-9] received
January 17, 2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

448. A letter from the Chief, Publications
and Regulations Branch, Internal Revenue
Service, transmitting the Service’s final rule
— Miscellaneous Pension Protection Act
Changes [Notice 2007-7] received January 17,
2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

449. A letter from the Chief, Publications
and Regulations Branch, Internal Revenue
Service, transmitting the Service’s final rule
— Extension of Election of Alternative Def-
icit Reduction Contribution [Notice 2006-105]
received December 15, 2006, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

450. A letter from the Chief, Publications
and Regulations Branch, Internal Revenue
Service, transmitting the Service’s final rule
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— Rulings and determination letters (Rev.
Proc. 2007-9) received December 15, 2006, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

451. A letter from the Chief, Publications
and Regulations Branch, Internal Revenue
Service, transmitting the Service’s final rule
— Transition Relief for Certain Partnership
and Other Pass-Thru Entities Under Section
470 [Notice 2007-4] received December 15, 2006,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

452. A letter from the Chief, Publications
and Regulations Branch, Internal Revenue
Service, transmitting the Service’s final rule
— 2006 Cumulative List of Changes in Plan
Qualification Requirements [Notice 2007-3]
received December 15, 2006, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

453. A letter from the Chief, Publications
and Regulations Branch, Internal Revenue
Service, transmitting the Service’s final rule
— Rulings and determination letters (Rev.
Proc. 2007-10) received December 15, 2006, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

454. A letter from the Chief, Publications
and Regulations Branch, Internal Revenue
Service, transmitting the Service’s final rule
— Guidance Necessary to Facilitate Business
Electronic Filing [TD9300] (RIN: 1545-BC15)
received December 15, 2006, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

455. A letter from the Chief, Publications
and Regulations Branch, Internal Revenue
Service, transmitting the Service’s final rule
— Reduction in Taxable Income for Housing
Hurricane Katrina Displaced Individuals [TD
9301] (RIN: 1545-BF89) received December 15,
2006, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

456. A letter from the Chief, Publications
and Regulations Branch, Internal Revenue
Service, transmitting the Service’s final rule
— Exception to the HIPAA Nondiscrimina-
tion Requirements for Certain Grandfathered
Church Plans [TD 9299] (RIN: 1545-AY33) re-
ceived December 15, 2006, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

457. A letter from the Chief, Publications
and Regulations Branch, Internal Revenue
Service, transmitting the Service’s final rule
— Last-in, First-out inventories (Rev. Rul.
2006-62) received December 15, 2006, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

458. A letter from the Chief, Publications
and Regulations Branch, Internal Revenue
Service, transmitting the Service’s final rule
— Final Rules for Nondiscrimination and
Wellness Programs in Health Coverage in the
Group Market [TD 9298] (RIN: 1545-AY32) re-
ceived December 15, 2006, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

459. A letter from the Chief, Publications
and Regulations Branch, Internal Revenue
Service, transmitting the Service’s final rule
— Losses Reported From Inflated Basis As-
sets From Lease Stripping Transactions —
received December 27, 2006, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

460. A letter from the Chief, Publications
and Regulations Branch, Internal Revenue
Service, transmitting the Service’s final rule
— Determination of Issue Price in the case of
Certain Debt Instruments Issued for Prop-
erty (Rev. Rul. 2007-2) received December 27,
2006, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

461. A letter from the Chief, Publications
and Regulations Branch, Internal Revenue
Service, transmitting the Service’s final rule
— Corporate Reorganizations; Distributions
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under sections 368(a)(1)(D) and 354(b)(1(B)
[TD 9303] (RIN: 1545-BF84) received December
27, 2006, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

462. A letter from the Chief, Publications
and Regulations Branch, Internal Revenue
Service, transmitting the Service’s final rule
— Prohibited Allocations of Securities in an
S Corporation [TD 9302] (RIN: 1545-BC34) re-
ceived December 27, 2006, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

463. A letter from the Chief, Publications
and Regulations Branch, Internal Revenue
Service, transmitting the Service’s final rule
— Field Directive on Application of IRC Sec-
tion 118 to Partnerships — received January
5, 2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

————

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred, as follows:

By Mr. REYNOLDS (for himself, Mr.
FOSSELLA, Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. MCNUL-
TY, Mr. MURTHA, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr.
MEEKS of New York, Mr. DELAHUNT,
Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. PLATTS, Mr. McGOV-
ERN, Mr. ROTHMAN, Mrs. MCCARTHY of
New York, Mr. HIGGINS, Mrs.
MALONEY of New York, Mr. CAPUANO,
Mr. CARNEY, Mr. FATTAH, Mr. FRANK
of Massachusetts, Mr. SESTAK, Mr.
ALTMIRE, Mr. ARCURI, Mr. HINCHEY,
Mr. MCcHUGH, and Mr. WALSH of New
York):

H.R. 649. A bill to amend title XVI of the
Social Security Act to provide that annu-
ities paid by States to blind veterans shall be
disregarded in determining supplemental se-
curity income benefits; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. REYNOLDS (for himself, Mr.
BARTLETT of Maryland, Mr. COLE of
Oklahoma, Ms. FALLIN, Mr. FORTUNO,
Ms. GIFFORDS, Mr. HAYES, Mr. KUHL
of New York, Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. SES-
SIONS, and Mr. WOLF):

H.R. 650. A bill to provide for the Secretary
of Veterans Affairs to conduct a pilot pro-
gram to determine the effectiveness of con-
tracting for the use of private memory care
facilities for veterans with Alzheimer’s Dis-
ease; to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mr. REYNOLDS (for himself, Mr.
CoLE of Oklahoma, Ms. FALLIN, Mr.
WOLF, and Mr. CALVERT):

H.R. 651. A bill to permit States to place
supplemental guide signs relating to vet-
erans cemeteries on Federal-aid highways; to
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

By Mr. REYNOLDS (for himself, Mr.
BARTLETT of Maryland, Mr. BROWN of
South Carolina, Mr. BURTON of Indi-
ana, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Mr. COLE of
Oklahoma, Mr. DAVID DAVIS of Ten-
nessee, Mr. EHLERS, Ms. FALLIN, Mr.
FOSSELLA, Mr. HALL of Texas, Mr.
HINOJOSA, Mr. LEWIS of California,
Mr. LOBIONDO, Mr. MILLER of Florida,
Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. ROG-
ERS of Kentucky, Mr. SMITH of New
Jersey, Mr. WILSON of South Caro-
lina, and Mr. CALVERT):

H.R. 652. A bill to make the National Parks
and Federal Recreational Lands Pass avail-
able at a discount to certain veterans; to the
Committee on Natural Resources, and in ad-
dition to the Committee on Agriculture, for
a period to be subsequently determined by
the Speaker, in each case for consideration
of such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.
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By Mr. REYNOLDS (for himself and
Mrs. MALONEY of New York):

H.R. 653. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to allow the sworn affidavit of
a veteran who served in combat during the
Korean War or an earlier conflict to be ac-
cepted as proof of service-connection of a
disease or injury alleged to have been in-
curred or aggravated by such service; to the
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mr. RANGEL (for himself, Mr.
FLAKE, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mrs. EMER-
SON, Mr. DELAHUNT, Mr. RAMSTAD,
Mr. SNYDER, and Mr. MORAN of Kan-
sas):

H.R. 6564. A bill to allow travel between the
United States and Cuba; to the Committee
on Foreign Affairs,

By Ms. VELAZQUEZ:

H.R. 655. A bill to provide for more accu-
rate valuation of multifamily housing prop-
erties, and loans for such properties, that are
sold at a discount by the Department of
Housing and Urban Development to facili-
tate acquisition of such properties that
maintains the properties as affordable hous-
ing; to the Committee on Financial Services.

By Mr. REICHERT (for himself, Mr.
JOHNSON of Illinois, Mr. CASTLE, Mr.
KUuHL of New York, Mr. GILCHREST,
Mr. SHAYS, Mr. BARTLETT of Mary-
land, Mr. PLATTS, Mr. SAXTON, Mr.
LoBIONDO, Mr. LAHOOD, Mr. KIRK,
and Mr. WALSH of New York):

H.R. 656. A bill to require higher standards
of automobile fuel efficiency with the goal of
reducing the amount of oil used for fuel by
automobiles in the United States by 10 per-
cent beginning in 2017, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce.

By Mr. JONES of North Carolina:

H.R. 657. A bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to provide for forgiveness of
certain overpayments of retired pay paid to
deceased retired members of the Armed
Forces following their death; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

By Mr. PORTER:

H.R. 658. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to enter into cooperative
agreements to protect natural resources of
units of the National Park System through
collaborative efforts on land inside and out-
side of units of the National Park System,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Natural Resources.

By Mr. ROGERS of Alabama (for him-
self, Mr. CARNEY, Mr. KING of New
York, and Mr. THOMPSON of Mis-
sissippi):

H.R. 659. A bill to improve the programs of
the Department of Homeland Security relat-
ing to trained detection canines, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Home-
land Security.

By Mr. CONYERS (for himself, Mr.
GOHMERT, and Mr. SCOTT of Virginia):

H.R. 660. A bill to amend title 18, United
States Code, to protect judges, prosecutors,
witnesses, victims, and their family mem-
bers, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, and in addition to
the Committees on Ways and Means, and
Oversight and Government Reform, for a pe-
riod to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mr. ACKERMAN (for himself, Mr.
LATOURETTE, Ms. DELAURO, Mr.
CROWLEY, Mr. TIERNEY, Ms. LEE, Mr.
GRIJALVA, Ms. BERKLEY, Mr. MORAN
of Virginia, Ms. WOOLSEY, Ms.
SCHWARTZ, Mr. BARTLETT of Mary-
land, Mr. KING of New York, Mr.
GEORGE MILLER of California, Mr.
SMITH of New Jersey, Ms. PRYCE of
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Ohio, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr.
FRANK of Massachusetts, Ms. KAP-
TUR, Ms. SHEA-PORTER, Ms. SUTTON,
Mr. WEINER, Mr. DICKS, Mr. DOYLE,
Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. NADLER, Mr.
SERRANO, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Ms. JACK-
SON-LEE of Texas, Mr. HIGGINS, Mr.
MCDERMOTT, Mr. SHERMAN, Mr. BER-
MAN, Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California,
Ms. BORDALLO, Mr. PALLONE, Mrs.
DAvVIs of California, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr.
FARR, Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York,
Mr. WEXLER, Mr. DEFAZzIO, Mrs.
MALONEY of New York, Mr. HOLT, Mr.
SHAYS, Mr. GERLACH, Mr. GALLEGLY,
Mrs. LOWEY, Ms. MATSUI, Mrs. CAPPS,
Mrs. TAUSCHER, Mr. ISRAEL, Mr.
LOBIONDO, Ms. CARSON, Mr. CLYBURN,
Mrs. CAPITO, Mr. BIsHOP of New York,
Ms. McCoLrLuM of Minnesota, Mr.
PAYNE, Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Mr. UDALL
of Colorado, Mr. PLATTS, Mr. RAN-
GEL, Mr. McNULTY, Mr. OLVER, Mr.
SCHIFF, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. SAXTON,
Mrs. BIGGERT, Mr. WoOLF, Mr. KIRK,
Mr. CLEAVER, Mr. HONDA, and Mr.
STARK):

H.R. 661. A bill to amend the Humane
Methods of Livestock Slaughter Act of 1958
to ensure the humane slaughter of non-
ambulatory livestock, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. BECERRA (for himself, Mr.
DANIEL E. LUNGREN of California, Mr.
HONDA, and Mr. CANNON):

H.R. 662. A Dbill to establish a fact-finding
Commission to extend the study of a prior
Commission to investigate and determine
facts and circumstances surrounding the re-
location, internment, and deportation to
Axis countries of Latin Americans of Japa-
nese descent from December 1941 through
February 1948, and the impact of those ac-
tions by the United States, and to rec-
ommend appropriate remedies, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

By Mr. BLUMENAUER (for himself,
Mr. FARR, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. BISHOP
of New York, and Mr. HARE):

H.R. 663. A bill to redeploy United States
Armed Forces from Iraq and to establish a
new direction for United States policy to-
ward Iraq; to the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs, and in addition to the Committee on
Armed Services, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. CAMPBELL of California:

H.R. 664. A bill to amend the Water Desali-
nation Act of 1996 to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to assist in research and de-
velopment, environmental and feasibility
studies, and preliminary engineering for the
Municipal Water District of Orange County,
California, Dana Point Desalination Project
located at Dana Point, California; to the
Committee on Natural Resources, and in ad-
dition to the Committee on Science and
Technology, for a period to be subsequently
determined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mrs. CAPPS (for herself and Mr.
CARDOZA):

H.R. 665. A bill to amend the Consolidated
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1985
to expand the county organized health insur-
ing organizations authorized to enroll Med-
icaid beneficiaries; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce.

By Mr. COOPER:

H.R. 666. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to require that amounts
paid for employer-provided coverage under
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accident or health plans be included on W-2
Forms; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. COSTA (for himself, Mr. PuT-
NAM, Mr. FARR, Mr. CARDOZA, Mr.
ENGLISH of Pennsylvania, Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER, Mr. HONDA, Mr. HERGER,
Mr. BACA, Mr. FILNER, Mr. RADANO-
VICH, Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia, Mr. THOMPSON of California,
Mr. CALVERT, Mrs MCMORRIS ROD-
GERS, Mr. GALLEGLY, Ms. ZOE
LOFGREN of California, Mr. HINOJOSA,
Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California, Mr.
NUNES, Mrs. CAPPS, Mr. CRENSHAW,
Mr. CARTER, Mr. GARY G. MILLER of
California, Mrs. DAVIS of California,
Ms. MATsUI, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr.
SALAZAR, Mr. BoyD of Florida, Mr.
BUTTERFIELD, Mr. BONNER, and Ms.
HIRONO):

H.R. 667. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of Agriculture to enter into cooperative
agreements with States to augment their ef-
forts to conduct early detection and surveil-
lance to prevent the establishment or spread
of plant pests that endanger agriculture, the
environment, and the economy of the United
States, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

By Mr. MARIO DIAZ-BALART of Flor-
ida:

H.R. 668. A bill to amend the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 to
require States who wish to receive funds
under the Act to increase the penalty applied
to a defendant convicted of a violent crime
who placed a video of the commission of that
crime on the Internet; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. DINGELL (for himself and Mrs.
MALONEY of New York):

H.R. 669. A bill to direct the Secretary of
Labor to make a grant to a public university
to establish the Center for the Study of
Women and Workplace Policy; to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. ENGEL (for himself, Mr. KING-
STON, Mr. INSLEE, Mr. SAXTON, Ms.
EsSHOO, Mrs. BoNO, Mr. WYNN, Mr.
TERRY, Ms. HARMAN, Mr. ROGERS of
Alabama, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr.
BARTLETT of Maryland, Mr. UDALL of
Colorado, Mr. INGLIS of South Caro-
lina, Mr. Ross, Mr. CAMPBELL of Cali-
fornia, Mr. WEINER, Mr. GILCHREST,
Mr. TOwNS, Mr. SOUDER, Mr.
DEFAZIO, Mr. GERLACH, Mr. BISHOP of
New York, Mr. RENzI, Mr. ISRAEL,
Mr. EVERETT, Mr. HALL of New York,
Mr. LoBIONDO, Ms. MATSUI, Mr.
McCOTTER, Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. LINDER,
Mr. KUHL of New York, Mr. HINCHEY,
Mr. WESTMORELAND, Mr. BERMAN, Mr.
GINGREY, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. AN-
DREWS, Mr. ARCURI, Ms. BERKLEY, Mr.
BisHOP of Georgia, Mr. COHEN, Mr.
CLEAVER, Ms. GIFFORDS, Mrs.
GILLIBRAND, Mr. HONDA, Mr. KIND,
Mr. KLEIN of Florida, Mr. LIPINSKI,
Mr. McNULTY, Ms. McCoLLUM of Min-
nesota, Mr. MOORE of Kansas, Mr.
MORAN of Virginia, Mrs. NAPOLITANO,

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina, Ms.
SCHWARTZ, Mr. ROTHMAN, Mr.
RUPPERSBERGER, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr.
BURTON of Indiana, Mr. ScOTT of

Georgia, Mr. PLATTS, Mr. SHERMAN,
Mr. WEXLER, Mr. PRICE of Georgia,
Mr. LINCOLN DAVIS of Tennessee, and
Mr. LANTOS):

H.R. 670. A bill to promote the national se-
curity and stability of the United States
economy by reducing the dependence of the
United States on foreign oil through the use
of alternative fuels and new vehicle tech-
nologies, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce, and in ad-
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dition to the Committees on Science and
Technology, Ways and Means, Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure, and Oversight and
Government Reform, for a period to be sub-
sequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. FORTUNO:

H.R. 671. A bill to make funds generated
from the Caribbean National Forest in the
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico available to
the Secretary of Agrictulture for land acqui-
sition intended to protect the integrity of
the buffer zone surrounding the Caribbean
National Forest, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Natural Resources.

By Mr. FORTUNO:

H.R. 672. A bill to protect the critical
aquifers and watersheds that serve as a prin-
cipal water source for the Commonwealth of
Puerto Rico, to protect the tropical forests
of the Karst Region of the Commonwealth,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Natural Resources, and in addition to the
Committee on Ways and Means, for a period
to be subsequently determined by the Speak-
er, in each case for consideration of such pro-
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. GRIJALVA:

H.R. 673. A bill to direct the Secretary of
the Interior to take lands in Yuma County,
Arizona, into trust as part of the reservation
of the Cocopah Indian Tribe, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Natural Re-
sources.

By Mr. GUTIERREZ (for himself and
Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Florida):

H.R. 674. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to repeal the provision of law
requiring termination of the Advisory Com-
mittee on Minority Veterans as of December
31, 2009; to the Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs.

By Ms. HERSETH:

H.R. 675. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to increase the amount of as-
sistance available to disabled veterans for
specially adapted housing and to provide for
annual increases in such amount; to the
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mr. CONYERS (for himself, Mr.
KuciNIcH, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mrs.
CHRISTENSEN, Ms. LEE, Mr. FARR, Mr.
McCNULTY, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. HIN-
CHEY, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Ms. JACKSON-
LEE of Texas, Ms. WATSON, Mr.
ELLISON, Mr. LOEBSACK, Mr. CLAY,
Mr. HONDA, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr.
MCGOVERN, Ms. CARSON, Ms. BALD-
WIN, Mr. ScorT of Virginia, Mr.
ENGEL, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Ms. WOOL-
SEY, Mr. WEXLER, Mr. PASTOR, Mr.
PAYNE, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON
of Texas, Mr. WEINER, Mr. MEEHAN,
Mr. AL GREEN of Texas, Mr. FATTAH,
Mr. WYNN, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. DAVIS
of Illinois, Mr. FILNER, Mr. JACKSON
of Illinois, Ms. KILPATRICK, Mr. LEWIS
of Georgia, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of
California, Ms. MOORE of Wisconsin,
Mr. RANGEL, and Mr. TOWNS):

H.R. 676. A bill to provide for comprehen-
sive health insurance coverage for all United
States residents, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce,
and in addition to the Committees on Ways
and Means, and Natural Resources, for a pe-
riod to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mr. HOLT (for himself, Mr. MCNUL-
TY, Ms. BORDALLO, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN,
Ms. McCoLLuM of Minnesota, Mr.
GRIJALVA, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. DEFAZIO,
Mr. MCDERMOTT, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE
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JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. HIGGINS, Mr.
CUMMINGS, Ms. WOOLSEY, Ms. JACK-
SON-LEE of Texas, and Mr. CONYERS):
H.R. 677. A bill to provide for a study by
the Institute of Medicine of the National
Academy of Sciences to identify constraints
encountered by schools of nursing in admit-
ting and graduating the number of nurses
sufficient to meet the health care needs of
the United States, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. HOLT (for himself, Mr. GEORGE
MILLER of California, Mr. WOLF, Mr.
PAYNE, Mrs. MYRICK, Ms. WOOLSEY,
Mr. WU, Mrs. DAVIS of California, Mr.
DAvVIs of Illinois, Ms. SHEA-PORTER,
Mr. ScoTT of Virginia, Mr. KLEIN of
Florida, Mr. PATRICK MURPHY of
Pennsylvania, Mr. JOHNSON of Geor-
gia, Mr. KIND, Ms. McCoLLUM of Min-
nesota, Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Mr. LARSON
of Connecticut, Ms. HARMAN, Mr.
HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. HARE, Mr.

ACKERMAN, Mr. BERMAN, Ms.
BORDALLO, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. DOYLE,
Mr. FATTAH, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr.

GONZALEZ, Mr. ISRAEL, Ms. JACKSON-
LEE of Texas, Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of
California, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHN-
SON of Texas, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr.
MCcDERMOTT, Mr. McNULTY, Mr.
MOORE of Kansas, Mr. MORAN of Vir-
ginia, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. OLVER, Mr.
PrRICE of North Carolina, Mr.
RUPPERSBERGER, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr.
SHERMAN, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. SNY-
DER, Mr. WEINER, and Ms. GIFFORDS):

H.R. 678. A bill to strengthen the national
security through the expansion and improve-
ment of foreign language study, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor, and in addition to the
Committees on Intelligence (Permanent Se-
lect), and Armed Services, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Ms. HOOLEY (for herself, Mr. WU,
Mr. BLUMENAUER, and Mr. DEFAZIO):

H.R. 679. A bill to waive application of the
Indian Self-Determination and Education
Assistance Act to a specific parcel of real
property transferred by the United States to
2 Indian tribes in Oregon, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Natural Re-
sources.

By Mr. JEFFERSON (for himself, Mr.
MELANCON, Mr. JINDAL, Mr. BAKER,
Mr. BOUSTANY, and Mr. ALEXANDER):

H.R. 680. A bill to permit the cancellation
of certain loans under the Robert T. Stafford
Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance
Act; to the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure.

By Mr. JONES of North Carolina:

H.R. 681. A bill to prohibit a State from re-
ceiving Federal education funds unless the
State has certain policies and procedures re-
garding the purchase or acquisition of 1li-
brary and classroom-based reference, in-
structional, and other print materials for use
in elementary schools, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Education and
Labor.

By Ms. KAPTUR (for herself, Mr. GER-
LACH, Mr. LEVIN, and Mr. BARTLETT
of Maryland):

H.R. 682. A bill to expand the Strategic Pe-
troleum Reserve to include alternative fuels,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky (for him-
self, Mr. LINCOLN DAVIS of Tennessee,
Mr. NUNES, Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky,
Mrs. CAPITO, Mr. DAVIS of Kentucky,
Mr. WHITFIELD, Mr. PICKERING, Mr.
SHIMKUS, and Mr. MCCOTTER):
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H.R. 683. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to promote investment in
energy independence through coal to liquid
technology, biomass, and oil shale; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. MOORE of Kansas (for himself,
Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. BAIRD, Mrs.
BoyDA of Kansas, Mr. CHANDLER, Mr.
CLAY, Mr. COOPER, Mr. CUMMINGS,
Mr. DOGGETT, Mr. FRANK of Massa-
chusetts, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. HINCHEY,
Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. HOLDEN,
Mr. HONDA, Mr. ISRAEL, Ms. JACKSON-
LEE of Texas, Mr. LARSEN of Wash-
ington, Ms. LEE, Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of
California, Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. MATHE-
SON, Ms. McCoLLuM of Minnesota,
Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. MICHAUD, Mr.
MORAN of Virginia, Mr. PATRICK MUR-
PHY of Pennsylvania, Mr. NADLER,
Mr. ORTIZ, Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. ROSS,

Mr. ROTHMAN, Mr. SALAZAR, Mr.
THOMPSON of Mississippi, and Ms.
WOOLSEY):

H.R. 684. A Dbill to require full funding of
part A of title I of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act of 1965, as amended by
the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001; to the
Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts:

H.R. 685. A bill to amend the Social Secu-
rity Act to eliminate the 5-month waiting
period for Social Security disability and the
24-month waiting period for Medicare bene-
fits in the cases of individuals with disabling
burn injuries; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. POMEROY (for himself, Mr.
ENGLISH of Pennsylvania, Mr. LEVIN,
Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky, Mr. LARSON
of Connecticut, Ms. BERKLEY, Mr.
CROWLEY, Mr. SOUDER, Ms. HIRONO,
Mrs. CAPITO, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. BOU-
CHER, Mr. HARE, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of
Texas, Mr. FERGUSON, Mr. TERRY,
Mrs. BoNO, Mr. BACHUS, Mrs. MYRICK,
Mr. PATRICK MURPHY of Pennsyl-
vania, Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Mr.
MILLER of Florida, Mr.
RUPPERSBERGER, Mr. MARIO DIAZ-
BALART of Florida, Mr. MOORE of
Kansas, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. BISHOP of
New York, Mr. HoOLT, Ms. HOOLEY,
Mr. McCAUL of Texas, Mrs. JO ANN
DAvVis of Virginia, Mr. CARNEY, Mr.
ROGERS of Michigan, Mr. SMITH of
New Jersey, Mr. PRICE of North Caro-
lina, and Mr. BURTON of Indiana):

H.R. 686. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to make permanent the
qualified tuition deduction; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. RAMSTAD (for himself, Mr.
STARK, and Mr. KENNEDY):

H.R. 687. A bill to amend the Public Health
Service Act to establish a State family sup-
port grant program to end the practice of
parents giving legal custody of their seri-
ously emotionally disturbed children to
State agencies for the purpose of obtaining
mental health services for those children; to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. RAMSTAD (for himself, Mrs. JO
ANN DAvis of Virginia, Mr. GENE
GREEN of Texas, Mr. LOBIONDO, Mr.
McCAUL of Texas, Mrs. MYRICK, Mr.
BRADY of Pennsylvania, Mr. DOYLE,
Mr. FATTAH, Mr. MILLER of North
Carolina, Mr. ORTIZ, and Mr. ROTH-
MAN):

H.R. 688. A bill to amend title I of the Om-
nibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of
1968 to provide standards and procedures to
guide both State and local law enforcement
agencies and law enforcement officers during
internal investigations, interrogation of law
enforcement officers, and administrative dis-
ciplinary hearings, to ensure accountability
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of law enforcement officers, to guarantee the
due process rights of law enforcement offi-
cers, and to require States to enact law en-
forcement discipline, accountability, and due
process laws; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin (for him-
self, Mr. UDALL of Colorado, Mr.
MATHESON, Mr. BOEHNER, Mr.
HENSARLING, Mr. GARRETT of New
Jersey, Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania,
Mr. CHABOT, Mr. CAMPBELL of Cali-
fornia, Mr. BARRETT of South Caro-
lina, Mr. KING of Iowa, Mr. BLUNT,
Mr. GINGREY, Mr. KUHL of New York,
Mr. PUTNAM, Mrs. MUSGRAVE, Mr.
SENSENBRENNER, Mr. WILSON of South
Carolina, Mr. DREIER, Mr. JORDAN,
Mr. SMITH of Nebraska, Mr. NOR-
WooD, Mr. FLAKE, Mr. MCCOTTER, Mr.
WELDON of Florida, Mr. CRENSHAW,
Ms. FOXX, Mr. MARIO DIAZ-BALART of
Florida, Mr. INGLIS of South Caro-
lina, Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. PITTS, Mr.
FRANKS of Arizona, Mr. KIRK, Mr.
MACK, Mr. ROYCE, Mr. TERRY, Mr.
WELLER, Mr. MILLER of Florida, Mr.
DAvVIs of Kentucky, Mrs. BoONO, Mr.
GILLMOR, Mr. HASTINGS of Florida,
Mr. JINDAL, Mr. AKIN, Mrs. MYRICK,
Mr. SHADEGG, Mrs. BLACKBURN, Mr.
HERGER, Mr. ISsSA, Mr. CANNON, Mr.
BRADY of Texas, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr.
PENCE, Mr. FEENEY, Mr. CONAWAY,
Mr. HOEKSTRA, Mr. KINGSTON, Mrs.
SCHMIDT, Mr. NEUGEBAUER, Mrs.
DRAKE, Mr. GERLACH, Mr. MCHENRY,
Mr. SHAYS, Mr. PLATTS, Mr.
FORTENBERRY, Mr. PRICE of Georgia,
Mr. CASTLE, Mr. TIAHRT, Mr. BURTON
of Indiana, Mr. RADANOVICH, Mrs.
BACHMANN, Mr. WALBERG, Mrs
MCMORRIS RODGERS, Mr. ROSKAM,
Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of California,
Mr. COBLE, Mr. RENZI, Mr. COOPER,
Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. MCCAUL of Texas,
Mr. GOODLATTE, Mr. UPTON, Mr.
REICHERT, and Mr. FERGUSON):

H.R. 689. A bill to amend the Congressional
Budget and Impoundment Control Act of 1974
to provide for the expedited consideration of
certain proposed rescissions of budget au-
thority; to the Committee on the Budget,
and in addition to the Committee on Rules,
for a period to be subsequently determined
by the Speaker, in each case for consider-
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju-
risdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. SAXTON (for himself, Mr. CAL-
VERT, Mr. LOBIONDO, Mr. BISHOP of
Georgia, Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania,
Mr. LAHOOD, Mr. ETHERIDGE, Mr.
B0O0OZMAN, Mr. DEFAzIO, Mr. McGoOV-
ERN, Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN, Mr. ROTH-
MAN, Mr. JONES of North Carolina,
Mr. MARSHALL, Mr. SMITH of New
Jersey, Mr. HAYES, Mr. WILSON of
South Carolina, Mr. MILLER of Flor-
ida, Mr. CONAWAY, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr.
FILNER, Mr. STUPAK, Mr. TERRY, Mr.
BILIRAKIS, Mr. BisHoP of Utah, Mr.
RYAN of Wisconsin, Mr. BURTON of In-
diana, Ms. HERSETH, Mr. HOLT, Mr.
GONZALEZ, Ms. SCHWARTZ, Mr. FRANK
of Massachusetts, Mr. CLAY, Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY, and Mr. FERGUSON):

H.R. 690. A bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to reduce the minimum age for
receipt of military retired pay for non-reg-
ular service from 60 to 55; to the Committee
on Armed Services.

By Mr. STUPAK:

H.R. 691. A bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to expedite the prompt return
of the remains of deceased members of the
Armed Forces to their loved ones for burial;
to the Committee on Armed Services.
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By Mr. STUPAK (for himself, Mr.
WEXLER, Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania,
Mrs. MALONEY of New York, Mr. KiL-
DEE, and Ms. KILPATRICK):

H.R. 692. A bill to amend title 4, United
States Code, to authorize the Governor of a
State, territory, or possession of the United
States to order that the National flag be
flown at half-staff in that State, territory, or
possession in the event of the death of a
member of the Armed Forces from that
State, territory, or possession who dies while
serving on active duty; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. TOWNS (for himself and Ms.
CLARKE):

H.R. 693. A bill to amend title 40, United
States Code, to require restroom gender par-
ity in Federal buildings; to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

By Mr. TOWNS (for himself, Mr.
FORBES, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON
of Texas, Mr. GORDON, Mr. PAYNE,
Mr. ScoTT of Virginia, Mr. HINOJOSA,
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, and Mrs.
DRAKE):

H.R. 694. A bill to establish a digital and
wireless network technology program, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Science and Technology, and in addition to
the Committee on Education and Labor, for
a period to be subsequently determined by
the Speaker, in each case for consideration
of such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mr. VAN HOLLEN (for himself, Mr.
ROTHMAN, Mr. CARNAHAN, Mr. BISHOP
of New York, Mr. BRADY of Pennsyl-
vania, Mrs. CAPITO, Ms. CARSON, Mr.
CHANDLER, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Mr.
CLAY, Mr. CLEAVER, Mr. COHEN, Mr.
CUMMINGS, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. DIN-
GELL, Mr. DOYLE, Mr. FARR, Mr.
FATTAH, Mr. FILNER, Mr. GRIJALVA,
Mr. HARE, Mr. HAYES, Ms. KIL-
PATRICK, Mr. KUCINICH, Mr. LANTOS,
Mr. LATOURETTE, Mr. LEWIS of Geor-
gia, Mr. MANZULLO, Mr. MCHUGH, Ms.
MOORE of Wisconsin, Mr. MORAN of
Virginia, Mr. PATRICK MURPHY of
Pennsylvania, Ms. NORTON, Mr. OBEY,
Mr. PAYNE, Mr. PRICE of North Caro-
lina, Mr. RUPPERSBERGER, Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY, Ms. SCHWARTZ, Mr.
SERRANO, Mr. SIRES, Mr. STARK, Mr.
STUPAK, Ms. WATSON, and Mr. WAX-
MAN):

H.R. 695. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to repeal the authority of
the Secretary of the Treasury to enter into
private tax collection contracts; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mrs. WILSON of New Mexico:

H.R. 696. A bill to amend the National
Foundation on the Arts and the Humanities
Act of 1965 to make available additional
funds to increase access to the arts through
the support of education; to the Committee
on Education and Labor.

By Mr. WILSON of South Carolina (for
himself, Mrs. MUSGRAVE, Mr. WICKER,
Mr. PAUL, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. GOODE,
Mr. NORWOOD, Mr. MANZULLO, Mr.
GARRETT of New Jersey, Mr. Doo-
LITTLE, Mr. SMITH of Nebraska, Mr.
WELDON of Florida, Mr. POE, Mr.
BURGESS, Mr. GINGREY, Mr. HAYES,
Mr. CULBERSON, Mr. RADANOVICH, Mr.
PRICE of Georgia, Mr. BRADY of
Texas, Mrs. CUBIN, Mr. CRENSHAW,
Mr. WESTMORELAND, Mr. LAMBORN,
Mr. FRANKS of Arizona, Mr. MILLER
of Florida, Mr. MACK, Mr. CARTER,
Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. HENSARLING, Mr.
CAMPBELL of California, Mr. HERGER,
Mr. BONNER, Mrs. DRAKE, Mr. CAL-
VERT, Mr. CONAWAY, Mr. GARY G.
MILLER of California, Mr. DREIER,



H944

Mrs. BLACKBURN, Mr. BURTON of Indi-
ana, Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. FLAKE, Mr.
INGLIS of South Carolina, Mr. PICK-
ERING, Mr. STEARNS, Mr. CHABOT, Mr.
GOHMERT, Mr. LEWwWIS of Kentucky,
Mr. GOODLATTE, Mr. BARTON of
Texas, Mr. BOOZMAN, and Mr. PENCE):

H.R. 697. A bill to preserve and protect the
free choice of individual employees to form,
join, or assist labor organizations, or to re-
frain from such activities; to the Committee
on Education and Labor.

By Mr. AL GREEN of Texas (for him-
self, Mr. HoLT, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Ms.
McCoLLUM of Minnesota, Mr. SCHIFF,
Mr. NADLER, Mr. MOORE of Kansas,
Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Mr. HONDA, Mr.
SARBANES, Mr. FARR, Mr. SERRANO,
Mr. DINGELL, Mr. ROTHMAN, Mr.
CLEAVER, Mr. KUCINICH, Ms. HIRONO,
Mr. PATRICK MURPHY of Pennsyl-
vania, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas, Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr. WEINER,
Mr. ENGEL, Ms. MATSUI, Ms. BERK-
LEY, Ms. WOOLSEY, Ms. CASTOR, Mr.
MILLER of North Carolina, Mrs.
NAPOLITANO, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr.
BAcA, Mr. DELAHUNT, Ms. SOLIS, Mr.
SIRES, Mr. ScoTT of Virginia, Mr. WU,
Ms. BORDALLO, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA,
Mr. COHEN, Mr. BISHOP of Georgia,
Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Florida, Ms.
NORTON, Mr. LANTOS, Mrs. MALONEY
of New York, Mr. BRADY of Pennsyl-
vania, Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD,
Mr. GUTIERREZ, Ms. CARSON, Mr.
EMANUEL, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. WEXLER,
Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. LEwWIS of Georgia,
Mr. FATTAH, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. CLAY,
Mr. PAYNE, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr.
MORAN of Virginia, Mr. ISRAEL, Mr.
CUMMINGS, Mr. LAMPSON, Mr. GENE
GREEN of Texas, Ms. SUTTON, Mr.
MCGOVERN, Mr. ORTIZ, Ms. SLAUGH-
TER, Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. SNYDER,
Mr. KILDEE, Mr. SPRATT, Mr. ROSS,
Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. SESTAK, Mr. SCOTT
of Georgia, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr.
JACKSON of Illinois, Ms. CLARKE, Mr.
TOWNS, Mr. BERMAN, Mrs. JONES of
Ohio, Mr. PASTOR, Ms. KILPATRICK,
Mr. PRICE of North Carolina, Mr.
TANNER, Mr. HARE, Mr. THOMPSON of
Mississippi, Mr. HASTINGS of Florida,
Mr. ELLISON, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. DAVIS
of Alabama, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr.
WYNN, Mr. BUTTERFIELD, Ms. WA-
TERS, Mr. MEEK of Florida, Mr. VIS-
CLOSKY, Mr. UDpALL of Colorado, Ms.
WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, Ms. LEE, Mr.
RUPPERSBERGER, Mr. STUPAK, Mr.
BIsHOP of New York, Mr. CARNEY, and
Mr. RANGEL):

H. Con. Res. 44. Concurrent resolution hon-
oring and praising the National Association
for the Advancement of Colored People on
the occasion of its 98th anniversary; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. WOLF:

H. Con. Res. 45. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress on the new
strategy in Iraq; to the Committee on For-
eign Affairs, and in addition to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. ISSA:

H. Res. 92. A resolution amending the
Rules of the House of Representatives to
clarify and make corrections to the House
ban on air travel; to the Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct.

By Mr. BOEHNER:

H. Res. 93. Resolution raising a question of
the privileges of the House.
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By Mr. HINOJOSA (for himself and
Mrs. BIGGERT):

H. Res. 94. A resolution a resolution sup-
porting the goals and ideals of National Con-
sumer Protection Week; to the Committee
on Energy and Commerce.

By Mrs. JONES of Ohio (for herself and
Mr. WHITFIELD):

H. Res. 95. A resolution expressing the
sense of the House of Representatives sup-
porting the goals and ideals of Campus Fire
Safety Month, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Education and Labor.

By Ms. KAPTUR:

H. Res. 96. A resolution supporting the es-
tablishment and full funding of a staff ex-
change program between the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Parliament of Ukraine,
the Verkhovna Rada, as soon as possible; to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. PATRICK MURPHY of Pennsyl-
vania (for himself, Ms. HARMAN, Mr.
TANNER, Mr. MARSHALL, Mr. THOMP-
SON of California, Mr. BoyD of Flor-
ida, Mr. Ro0ss, Ms. HERSETH, Mr.
MOORE of Kansas, Mr. MATHESON, Mr.
CARDOZA, Mr. CHANDLER, Mr. ARCURI,
Mr. MCINTYRE, Mr. BOSWELL, Mr.
SALAZAR, Mr. ScoTT of Georgia, Mr.
CosTA, Mr. SHULER, Mr. HILL, Mr.
MAHONEY of Florida, Mr. ELLSWORTH,
Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. LINCOLN DAVIS of
Tennessee, Mr. BAcCA, Mrs.
GILLIBRAND, Ms. BEAN, Mr. ISRAEL,
Mr. DONNELLY, Mr. MELANCON, Mr.
BERRY, Mr. POMEROY, Mr. BARROW,
Mr. BisHOP of Georgia, Mr. PETERSON
of Minnesota, and Mr. MICHAUD):

H. Res. 97. A resolution providing for Oper-
ation Iraqi Freedom cost accountability; to
the Committee on Armed Services, and in
addition to the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. PAYNE (for himself, Mr. WOLF,
Mr. CAPUANO, Mr. LANTOS, Ms. LEE,
Ms. WATSON, Ms. WATERS, Mr. MEEKS
of New York, Mr. WATT, Mr.
HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. CLYBURN,
Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Mr. JEFFERSON,
Mr. CLEAVER, Mr. ScOoTT of Virginia,
Ms. CLARKE, Mr. RUSH, Ms. CORRINE
BROWN of Florida, Mr. BUTTERFIELD,
Mr. TowNSs, Mr. BisHOP of Georgia,
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, Mr. WYNN,
Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi, Mr.
LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. CLAY, Mr. AL
GREEN of Texas, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois,
Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD, Mr. JOHN-
SON of Georgia, Mrs. JONES of Ohio,
Mr. CONYERS, Mr. FATTAH, Mr.
ELLISON, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON
of Texas, Mr. DAVIS of Alabama, Ms.
KILPATRICK, Mr. RANGEL, Mr.
CUMMINGS, Mr. ScoTT of Georgia, Ms.
CARSON, Ms. MOORE of Wisconsin, Mr.
MEEK of Florida, and Mr. JACKSON of
Illinois):

H. Res. 98. A resolution honoring the life
and achievements of the late Dr. John
Garang de Mabior and reaffirming the con-
tinued commitment of the House of Rep-
resentatives to a just and lasting peace in
the Republic of the Sudan; to the Committee
on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. SMITH of Nebraska (for him-
self, Mr. FORTENBERRY, and Mr.
TERRY):

H. Res. 99. A resolution commending the
University of Nebraska-Lincoln volleyball
team for winning the NCAA Division I Wom-
en’s Volleyball Championship; to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor.

By Ms. SOLIS (for herself, Mr. BURTON
of Indiana, Ms. LEE, Mr. LANTOS, and
Mr. ENGEL):
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H. Res. 100. A resolution expressing the
sympathy of House of Representatives to the
families of women and girls murdered in
Guatemala and encouraging the Government
of Guatemala to bring an end to these
crimes; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Ms. WOOLSEY (for herself, Mr.
GRIJALVA, Mr. MOORE of Kansas, Mr.
OLVER, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. STARK, Mr.
HASTINGS of Florida, Mrs. CAPPS, Mr.
MORAN of Virginia, Mrs. MALONEY of
New York, Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. GUTIER-
REZ, Ms. McCoLLUM of Minnesota,
Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. UDALL of
New Mexico, Ms. NORTON, Mrs.
NAPOLITANO, Ms. WATERS, Mr. FARR,
Mr. SCHIFF, Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of
California, Mr. HONDA, Mr. CAPUANO,
Ms. DELAURO, Mr. MILLER of North
Carolina, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. WEXLER,
Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. FIL-
NER, Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. MARKEY, Mr.
ALLEN, Mr. KUCINICH, Ms. EDDIE BER-
NICE JOHNSON of Texas, Ms. HERSETH,
Ms. HARMAN, Mr. AL GREEN of Texas,
Ms. ESHOO, Ms. MOORE of Wisconsin,
Ms. SoLis, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. LEWIS
of Georgia, Ms. MILLENDER-MCDON-
ALD, Mr. CUMMINGS, Ms. JACKSON-LEE
of Texas, Mr. FRANK of Massachu-
setts, Mr. FATTAH, and Ms. KAPTUR):

H. Res. 101. A resolution expressing the
sense of the House of Representatives that
the Senate should ratify the Convention on
the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimina-
tion Against Women (CEDAW); to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

————

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 17: Mr. MICHAUD, Mrs. WILSON of New
Mexico, Mr. BACA, Mr. RUPPERSBERGER, Mr.
ORTIZ, Mr. MATHESON, Mr. MCKEON, Mr. DAN-
IEL E. LUNGREN of California, Mr. VAN
HOLLEN, Mrs. TAUSCHER, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr.
FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. PICKERING, Mr.
STUPAK, Mrs. BoNO, and Mrs. CAPPS.

H.R. 22: Mr. FORBES, Mrs. BLACKBURN, and
Mr. NEUGEBAUER.

H.R. 36: Mr. WALBERG.

H.R. 37: Mr. WALBERG.

H.R. 43: Mr. WYNN, Mr. HINOJOSA, Mrs.
GILLIBRAND, and Mr. SIRES.

H.R. 44: Mr. HINOJOSA and Ms. JACKSON-LEE
of Texas.

H.R. 45: Mr. HINOJOSA.

H.R. 65: Mr. HALL of Texas.

H.R. 81: Mr. BIsHOP of Utah.

H.R. 82: Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. ANDREWS, Ms.
BALDWIN, Ms. BEAN, Mr. BURGESS, Mr. CAL-
VERT, Mr. ToM DAVIS of Virginia, Mr. GAR-
RETT of New Jersey, Mr. GOHMERT, Ms.
GRANGER, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. LAMPSON, Mr.
LyNcH, Mr. McCCOTTER, Mr. MEEHAN, Mr.
NEUGEBAUER, Mr. RENZI, Mr. ROGERS of Ken-
tucky, Mr. SHAYS, Ms. SLAUGHTER, and Mr.
YOUNG of Florida.

H.R. 91: Mr. YouNG of Florida and Mr.
FEENEY.

H.R. 92: Mr. SOUDER.

H.R. 111: Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. WALSH of New
York, Mr. McKEON, Mr. WILSON of South
Carolina, Mr. LARSON of Connecticut, Ms.
BALDWIN, Mr. HONDA, Mr. BURTON of Indiana,
Ms. NORTON, and Mr. BACA.

H.R. 131: Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California.

H.R. 132: Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California.

H.R. 133: Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California.

H.R. 134: Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California.

H.R. 137: Mr. LANGEVIN, Mr. HELLER, and
Mr. HASTINGS of Washington.

H.R. 172: Mr. BUTTERFIELD
GRIJALVA.

and Mr.



January 24, 2007

H.R. 180: Mr. HOLT, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of
Texas, and Mr. BUTTERFIELD.

H.R. 197: Mr. LIPINSKI, Ms. MATSUI, Ms.
HIRONO, Mr. BAIRD, Mr. BUTTERFIELD, Mr.
GOODE, Ms. McCoLLUM of Minnesota, Mrs.
GILLIBRAND, Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr. KUHL of New
York, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Ms.
SUTTON, Mr. FILNER, Mr. HOLT, Mr. ROss, Mr.
TERRY, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. PERLMUTTER, Mr.
MILLER of North Carolina, Mr. ENGLISH of
Pennsylvania, Mr. KIRK, Mr. BARTLETT of
Maryland, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. EHLERS, Mr.
McCOTTER, Mr. WELLER, Mr. LLUCAS, and Ms.
BERKLEY.

H.R. 207: Mr. LEWIS of Georgia and Mrs.
MCcCARTHY of New York.

H.R. 211: Mr. MCINTYRE.

H.R. 269: Mr. ALEXANDER, Mr. REICHERT,
Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania, and Mr. KING
of New York.

H.R. 278: Mr. VAN HOLLEN and Mr. HIGGINS.

H.R. 279: Mr. POE.

H.R. 289: Mr. JONES of North Carolina.

H.R. 303: Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Flor-
ida, Mr. DELAHUNT, and Mr. LOBIONDO.

H.R. 312: Mr. HARE.

H.R. 325: Mr. FORTUNO.

H.R. 327: Mr. CUELLAR, Mr. DELAHUNT, Mr.
LEVIN, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. MANZULLO, and
Mr. GORDON.

H.R. 346: Mr. HARE.

H.R. 353: Ms. MATSUI.

H.R. 359: Mr. JACKSON of Illinois.

H.R. 362: Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. BAIRD, Ms.
SLAUGHTER, Mr. HoNDA, Mr. CLEAVER, Mr.
VAN HOLLEN, Ms. Hirano, and Ms. MCCOLLUM
of Minnesota.

H.R. 363: Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. BAIRD, Ms.
SLAUGHTER, Mr. HoNDA, Mr. CLEAVER, Mr.
VAN HOLLEN, Ms. HIRANO, and Ms. MCCOLLUM
of Minnesota.

H.R. 365: Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. CHANDLER, Mr.
WALDEN of Oregon, Mr. SMITH of Nebraska,
Mr. ROTHMAN, Mr. CARNAHAN, and Mr. BAIRD.

H.R. 367: Mr. MARIO DIAZ-BALART of Flor-
ida.

H.R. 369: Mr. MCGOVERN.

H.R. 370: Mrs. CAPITO and Mr. SHUSTER.

H.R. 395: Mr. ScoTT of Georgia, Mr. MAR-
SHALL, Mr. MCINTYRE, Mr. HARE, Mr. BISHOP
of New York, and Mr. COSTA.

H.R. 411: Mr. REICHERT, Mr. MICA, Mr.
PAUL, Mr. CONAWAY, Mr. MILLER of Florida,
Mr. WICKER, Mr. WAMP, Mrs. MCMORRIS ROD-
GERS, Mr. NORWOOD, Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of
Virginia, and Mr. SENSENBRENNER.

H.R. 413: Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. CAPUANO, and
Mr. BLUMENAUER.

H.R. 418: Mr. REHBERG.

H.R. 439: Mr. LANTOS.
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H.R. 471: Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. HUNTER, Mrs.

GILLIBRAND, Mr. FORTENBERRY, Mr.
CARNAHAN, Mr. MCHENRY, and Mr. WELDON of
Florida.

H.R. 473: Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of Virginia.

H.R. 493: Mr. MILLER of North Carolina,
Ms. NORTON, Mr. PASCRELL, Ms. SCHWARTZ,
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. LARSON of
Connecticut, Ms. HARMAN, Mr. LEWIS of
Georgia, Mr. TOwWNS, and Mr. HINCHEY.

H.R. 502: Mr. PASTOR.

H.R. 504: Mr. GINGREY, Mr. INGLIS of South
Carolina, Mr. JONES of North Carolina, Mr.
MARSHALL, Mr. BARRETT of South Carolina,
and Mr. WILSON of South Carolina.

H.R. 507: Mr. BOOZMAN, Mr. WEXLER, Mr.
CROWLEY, Mr. MCINTYRE, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr.
HINOJOSA, Ms. SHEA-PORTER, and Mr. MACK.

H.R. 508: Mr. MCNERNEY and Mr. LOEBSACK.

H.R. 521: Mr. MURTHA, Mr. HoLT, Mr.
MICHAUD, Ms. McCoLLUM of Minnesota, Mrs.
DAvVIs of California, Mrs. MALONEY of New
York, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mrs. JONES of Ohio,
Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. MORAN of Virginia, and
Mr. KENNEDY.

H.R. 528: Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr.
GRIJALVA, Ms. NORTON, and Mrs. MALONEY of
New York.

H.R. 539: Mr. DENT, Mr. ENGLISH of Penn-
sylvania, Mr. ToM DAVIS of Virginia, Mr.
PASCRELL, Mr. FATTAH, Ms. CLARKE, Mr.
McNULTY, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. STARK, Mr.
MAHONEY of Florida, Ms. McCoLLUM of Min-
nesota, Mr. ELLISON, Ms. BERKLEY, Ms.
HIRONO, Mr. MELANCON, Mr. FARR, Ms. LINDA
T. SANCHEZ of California, Mr. HoLT, Mr.
BisHOP of New York, Ms. WATSON, Mr.
ISRAEL, Mr. CROWLEY, Mrs. MALONEY of New
York, Mr. SIRES, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. VAN
HOLLEN, Ms. DEGETTE, Mr. HASTINGS of Flor-
ida, Mr. SPRATT, Mr. DOGGETT, Ms. WOOLSEY,
Ms. CASTOR, Mr. LAMPSON, Mr. INSLEE, Mr.
RAHALL, Mr. WELCH of Vermont, Mr. ABER-
CROMBIE, Mr. CARDOZA, Mr. COHEN, Mr.
PERLMUTTER, Mr. CARNAHAN, Mr. LEWIS of
Georgia, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. NEAL of Massa-
chusetts, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. KUHL of New
York, Mr. DOYLE, Mrs. MCCARTHY of New
York, Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. BARTLETT of Mary-
land, Mr. GILCHREST, Mr. BRADY of Pennsyl-
vania, Mr. WOLF, Mr. COSTA, Ms. SUTTON, Mr.
MILLER of North Carolina, Mr. PLATTS, Mrs.
EMERSON, Mr. OLVER, Mr. GERLACH, Mr.
CLEAVER, Ms. HARMAN, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr.
MEEHAN, and Ms. KAPTUR.

H.R. 548: Mrs. JONES of Ohio and Mr. KIND.

H.R. 549: Mr. EHLERS, Mr. NORWOOD, Mr.
WoLF, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr. MAN-
ZULLO, Mr. UPTON, Mr. KLEIN of Florida, Mr.
MARIO DI1AZ-BALART of Florida, Mr. BRALEY
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of Iowa, Mr. BOOZMAN, Mr. SHULER, Mr.
ENGLISH of Pennsylvania, Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS
of Virginia, Mr. KUHL of New York, and Mr.
CUELLAR.

H.R. 563: Mr. DENT and Mr. CAMPBELL of
California.

H.R. 566: Mr. MCDERMOTT.

H.R. 567: Mr. WYNN.

H.R. 570: Mr. UPTON.

H.R. 579: Mr. CALVERT, Mr. MCGOVERN, Ms.
SCHWARTZ, Mr. KIND, Mr. LARSON of Con-
necticut, Mr. BIsHOP of Georgia, and Mr.
ALLEN.

H.R. 582: Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas.

H.R. 583: Mr. HARE.

H.R. 594: Mr. JACKSON of Illinois, Mrs.
MCcCARTHY of New York, Mr. FRANK of Mas-
sachusetts, and Mr. CARNEY.

H.R. 619: Mr. CAPUANO, Ms. MOORE of Wis-
consin, Mr. SIRES, Mr. ALLEN, Mr. FILNER,
and Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California.

H.R. 620: Mr. SERRANO, Mr. LANTOS, Mr.
MARKEY, Mr. CLAY, Mr. FRANK of Massachu-
setts, Mr. LATOURETTE, Mr. JONES of North
Carolina, Mr. HOLT, Mr. NADLER, Mr. NEAL of
Massachusetts, Mr. McNULTY, and Mr.
LARSON of Connecticut.

H.R. 645: Mr. BLUMENAUER.

H.J. Res. 1: Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of
Florida, Mr. ADERHOLT, and Mr. SULLIVAN.

H.J. Res. 3: Mrs. MYRICK.

H.J. Res. 14: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts,
Mr. PASCRELL, and Mr. BARTLETT of Mary-
land.

H.J. Res. 18: Mr. HARE.

H. Con. Res. 19: Ms. WATERS.

H. Con. Res. 20: Mr. WEXLER.

H. Con. Res. 21: Mr. MCCOTTER.

H. Con. Res. 25: Mr. KIRK, Mr. YOUNG of
Florida, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. ScoTT of Georgia,
and Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Florida.

H. Con. Res. 33: Mr. FRANK of Massachu-
setts and Mr. GRIJALVA.

H. Con. Res. 35: Ms. CARSON and Mr. WYNN.

H. Con. Res. 43: Mr. BLUMENAUER.

H. Res. 18: Mr. SIMPSON, Mrs. CAPITO, Mr.
McCAUL of Texas, Mr. BARTLETT of Mary-
land, and Mr. WELDON of Florida.

H. Res. 41: Mr. BISHOP of New York and Ms.
MATSUL.

H. Res. 50: Mr. BOREN.

H. Res. 64: Mr. SAXTON.

H. Res. 76: Mr. CosTA, Mr. BERMAN, Ms.
WOOLSEY, and Mr. UDALL of Colorado.

H. Res. 79: Mr. HUNTER, Mr. PATRICK MUR-
PHY of Pennsylvania, Mrs. GILLIBRAND, and
Mr. WALBERG.
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